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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to determine the 
amount and effectiveness of participation of members of the 
United States delegations at selected international tele­
graph and radio conferences. Procedure required selecting 
the conferences to be studied, determining place, time, and 
purpose of each, identifying names of the members in delega­
tions and their government branch or private firm affilia­
tions. How the delegates represented the United States was 
determined by discovering the proposals and suggestions 
which the delegations formulated prior to or at the beginning 
of the conferences. The degree of effectiveness of delegate 
participation was weighted by the eventual disposition of 
the United States proposals through the acceptance or 
rejection by the total membership.
The conferences selected were the International 
Telegraph Union conferences from 1871 to 1928, and non-union 
conferences, held in the 1880s and after World War I, at 
which the United States participated. Another set of con­
ferences selected were the radiotelegraph conferences from 
1903 to 1927, a special series from 1919 to 1921, and three 
maritime conferences held in 1914, 1929, and 1948.
The telegraph and radio organizations held three
vi
joint conferences in 1932, 1938, and 1947. The United 
States actively participated in these International Telecom­
munication Union conferences as well as in five specialized 
European-oriented conferences held in the decade before the 
second joint or Union conference. Fifteen Western Hemi­
sphere conferences were held in the three decades before the 
third Union conference.
Information was obtained from an examination of the 
private papers of some members of the delegations, from the 
departments of Commerce and State files in the United States 
National Archives, from published government documents,, from 
the New York Times, from related books, and from technical 
journals.
The United States was a non-voting observer at all 
the major international Telegraph Union conferences from 
1871 on and a participant in two series of non-union con­
ferences. She was an active member of three major radio 
conferences, pertinent minor ones, and three specialized 
major maritime conferences. This country participated in 
the three International Telecommunication Union conferences, 
as well as five technical European regional meetings and 
conferences of four contributing organizations, in addition, 
the united States led the way in a dozen Western Hemi­
sphere radio conferences between the formation of the 
Consortium of 1921 and 1947. Her delegations were composed 
of persons from the departments of the Army, Navy, Commerce,
vii
and State; private industry; and special interests.
The United States participated extensively and 
effectively at many of these conferences. The explanation 
was the personal calibre and technical abilities possessed 
by the great majority of the members of her delegations, 
whether the individuals represented a government depart­
ment, a private industry, or a special interest. The 
international conferences, where man spoke to man about 
telegraph and radio matters, were successful in enabling 
men to vocally conquer distance.
viii
Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
The uniqueness of telegraph and then radio is that 
the two media were the earliest forms of communication to 
make use of electricity for the projection of speech symbols 
or the actual voice to reach the larger audience. Prior to 
the use of electricity, man's thoughts were transmitted 
either orally, by written symbols which had to be manually 
delivered, or via the air through the use of semaphores.
(The exceptions include carrier pigeons and smoke signals.) 
Long-distance communication was a slow, tedious, and often 
costly process. Electricity changed the whole process. 
Electricity was first used in overland wires and then in 
submarine cables to transmit symbols to represent man's 
thoughts and speech. Communication by use of electricity 
running through wires was called telegraphy and the process 
was faster, cheaper, and more accurate than previous methods 
of long-distance communication.
Radio is electric communication without wires. 
Because the preceding statement is accepted so matter-of- 
factly today, it may be well to quote Prof. C. A. Steinheil 
of Munich, Germany, who commented in 1838 about electrical 
communication. He said,
1
We cannot conjure up gnomes at will to convey our 
thought through the earth. Nature has prevented this.
. . . Had we means which could stand in the same rela­
tion to electricity that the eye stands to light, 
nothing would prevent our telegraphing through the 
earth without conducting wires; but it is not probable 
that we shall ever attain this end.^
The importance of telegraphy was dramatized in the 
early 1840s because of a murder committed in a London suburb, 
which was the terminus of the first thirteen-mile telegraph 
line. The murderer escaped by train to London and a message 
was sent along the telegraph line. As the murderer stepped 
off the train at London, he was apprehended. This incident 
made the public realize that "a practical communication
O
system had been devised." The wonder of it all, of modern 
communication by electricity, should not be forgotten or 
taken too matter-of-factly.
Telegraph systems soon realized that national 
boundaries are limiting in effectiveness and ineffectual in 
the control of long-distance communication instruments such 
as the telegraph. The speed, the accuracy, and the secrecy 
with which line- or cable-carried telegraph messages of more 
than a century ago were transmitted could be circumscribed 
or nullified by a manmade barrier such as an unfriendly
kj. J. Fahie, A History of Wireless Telegraphy, 1838- 
1899 (Edinburgh and London: William Blackwood and Sons,
1899), p. 5.
kj. G. Harbord, "Radio in world communication," in 
Radio and its Future, ed. by Martin Codel (New York: Arno 
Press and the New York Times, 1971); a reprint of an earlier 
edition, called History of Broadcasting (New York: Harper
and Brothers, 1930), p. 95.
customs official at a country's border who spoke another 
language or the use of different kinds of receiving equip­
ment across a frontier.
Radio systems soon realized that radio waves, which 
travel unnoticed through the air, do not automatically stop, 
and are practically impossible to stop, at a nation's 
boundary. If two radio stations of different countries are 
in close proximity to each other but are on different sides 
of a mutual national border and if they use the same fre­
quency for broadcasting, there will be poor reception of 
both the stations in both countries. It was also possible 
for a powerful station of one area or one nation to "drown 
out" a weak station.
The international capabilities of the two media, 
telegraph and radio, were early recognized by some European 
countries. it was realized that cross-country conventions 
(agreements or treaties), produced as a result of con­
ferences, were needed. A telegraph union was organized in 
the mid-nineteenth century in Europe and a radio union was 
organized in the early twentieth century. The United States 
was involved in these early telegraph and radio conventions 
with European countries at first, and later, with countries 
throughout the world.
The first telegraph conferences concerned working 
arrangements for mutual problems, including rate or tariff 
agreements and distress calls. Similarly, the first radio 
conferences concerned working arrangements for mutual
4problems, especially safety of life at sea, later expanded 
to include safety of life in the air. The list of reasons 
for subsequent conferences held by the telegraph and radio 
organizations was enlarged to include expediting diplomatic 
and political negotiations, handling naval and military 
crises, maintaining national pride and independence, taking 
care of export and import trade, easing financial and com­
mercial transactions, and facilitating the range, quantity, 
and quality of news-gathering and news distribution.
These factors made international cooperation neces­
sary and understanding helpful. The cooperation and under­
standing were achieved through conferences where as many of 
the parties involved as possible participated.
Telegraph conferences were held under the auspices 
of the International Telegraph Union. The United States was 
not a member of the Union because, unlike those governments 
which were members, this country did not own or control her 
telegraph systems and consequently could not sign agreements 
for them. The United States sent non-voting observers to 
the telegraph conferences to represent her private companies. 
American companies which had international connections had 
to operate within the rules of the Union. The Americans 
opposed "adherence on the broad ground that the convention 
is essentially a compact between nations operating their
•3
own telegraph systems.
•^ W. S. Rogers, "International electrical communica­
tions, " Foreign Affairs, I (December, 1922), 151.
Radio conferences were an outgrowth of the telegraph 
conferences and radio conventions were modeled after the 
basic telegraph convention; they even incorporated some of 
the telegraph provisions. The United States was an initia­
ting member of the International Radiotelegraph Conferences. 
Radio problems are all based on two assumptions. One is 
that "the supply of frequencies over which stations can 
operate is limited by nature"; the second is that "radio 
waves, once set in motion, can be controlled only slightly 
in the direction and the distance which they travel."^ Too 
many participants in a business usually make it difficult 
or economically not feasible to operate successfully, but 
too many participants in radio "make it physically impos-
C
sxble for any of them to do so."
The radio conferences helped resolve technical 
difficulties, but often the problems were not purely tech­
nical. Instead, the difficulties arose because a group of 
special interests was reluctant to give up a temporary 
advantage for the benefit of a larger unit, or the nations 
were reluctant to "subordinate any portion of the sovereign 
rights of their country to matters of international char­
acter." In spite of the fact there was no super power to
^Herman S. Hettinger, "Broadcasting in the United 
States," Annals of the American Academy of Political and 
Social Sciences (January, 1935), p. 3.
^Hampson Gary, "Regulation of Broadcasting in the 
United States," Annals of the American Academy of Political 
and Social Sciences (January, 1935), p. 15.
enforce the conventions, nations "have worked in a very- 
splendid manner along the lines of good will and although 
very much remains to be done, they have made very great 
progress in international communications."® The vice- 
president of Radio Corporation of America in charge of its 
laboratories, C. B. Jolliffe, said that the successful 
acceptance of a radio conference depends upon "getting 
practically unanimous agreement among all nations," and that
7
is sometimes extremely hard to do.
The purpose of this study is to reveal basic 
information regarding participation of the United States in 
the various selected conferences. It is not the objective 
of this study to report definitive conference findings and 
conclusions. Aspects of those results are discussed only to 
the extent that such analyses clarify the participation and 
influences of this country's delegates. This kind of 
study has not been done before.
Information was obtained from master's theses, books, 
periodicals, published government documents, the National 
Archives, individuals' private papers, and the New York 
Times.
Five master's theses and two doctoral dissertations
®E. M. Deloraine, "Technical coordination on an 
international basis in communication and allied fields," 
Electrical Communication, XXIV, No. 1 (March, 1947), 57.
7C . B. Jolliffe, "International control of radio 
communications," The Public Opinion Quarterly (Fall, 1945), 
pp. 350, 351.
seemed to be related to aspects of international telegraph 
and radio conferences. Three theses were of a technical 
nature, discussing electrical interference and frequency
Q
assignments.0 One is related to the political science aspect 
of radio cooperation in South America.^ The fifth thesis 
was a short discussion of radio conferences in very general
The two dissertations were both published as books. 
The first, published in 1931, was a relatively short book, 
in which were discussed telegraph, radio, and postal con­
ferences, with the mention of all the major issues of the 
conferences.1-'- The second traces the history of inter­
national radio law which developed from many conferences, 
only a few of which were the conferences selected for this 
study
A book important to this study is a collection of
®The theses are as follows: R. S. Abbey, "Inter­
national regulation of non-deliberate interference in radio 
communication: United States view" (master's thesis,
Georgetown University, 1950); Edgar Thomas Martin, "The 
international control of radio" (Virginia Polytechnic Insti­
tute, 1935); and Thomas T. Mather Jr., "international radio 
interference" (Columbia University, 1931).
^Milton F. Robinson, "Radio communications: a study
of international cooperation in the Americas" (Columbia 
University, 1948).
^Elizabeth Anne Cook, "International control of 
radio" (George Washington University, 1932).
11Keith Clark, International Communication: The
American Attitude (New York: Columbia University Press,
1931).
1 ^ J o h n  o . Tomlinson, The International Control of 
Radio Communication (Ann Arbor: Edward Brothers, 1945).
articles, each written by a person knowledgeable in his 
1ofield. J The titles and authors of five of its nine chapters 
or articles were as follows: "The Radio Amateur," by H. P.
Maxim, one of the founders of the American Radio Relay League 
and of the international amateurs organization; "Radio in 
Military Communication," by Gen. George S. Gibbs; "Radio in 
Navy Communication," by Navy Capt. Stanford C. Hooper;
"Radio and the Law," by lawyer and Federal Communication 
Commissioner Louis G. Caldwell; "International Aspects [of 
Regulation]," by T. A. M. Craven. Each of these five 
authors attended at least one of the international con­
ferences selected for this study and wrote from personal 
experience and a lifelong interest in the subject matter.
Another volume containing information pertinent to 
this study was written by W. Jefferson Davis, lawyer and a 
close personal friend of Wallace H. White J r . ^  Both men 
attended many international conferences together although 
the latter was often a delegate and Davis an observer.
Another book written by a lawyer contained articles of
15diverse authorship and subject matter that were helpful.
•^Martin Codel (ed.), Radio and its Future (New 
York: Arno Press and the New York Times, 1971); a reprint
of History of Broadcasting (New York: Harper and Bros.,
1930).
Jefferson Davis, Radio Law (Los Angeles:
Parker, Stone and Baird Company, 1929).
•^Stephen B. Davis, Law of Radio, also called Law of 
Radio Communication (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1927).
9Gen. Adolphus W. Greely, who attended both the 1903 
telegraph conference and the 1903 radio conference, wrote of 
his experiences a book of reminiscences.1® The volume 
included a great deal more than his work with the two inter­
national conferences, and it gave some of the flavor of the 
times when telegraphy was being developed in this country.
The International Telecommunication union issued 
several units of duplicated or mimeographed sheets as well 
as a book that provided some "flavor of the times" on a much 
broader scale. The book, bought from the Union headquarters 
in Switzerland, is a large volume which provides a compre­
hensive written and pictorial history, covering man's
earliest attempts at long-distance communication to the
17latest television and satellite relay stations.
Many reference books were consulted and proved help­
ful. Typical of these was a bibliographic volume which 
served as a guide to locate the private papers of a number 
of the members of the American delegations.1®
Government documents consulted were in several forms, 
including books. Two of especial interest and help were
1®A. W. Greely, Reminiscences of Adventure and 
Service (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1927).
1#7International Telecommunication Union, From 
Semaphore to Satellite (Geneva: International Telecommunica­
tion Union, 1965).
1®Philip M. Hamer, Guide to Archives and Manuscripts 
in the United States (New Haven, Connecticut: Yale Univer­
sity Press, 1961).
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published originally as Senate Documents but are usually 
referred to by name of author and topic,^ the topics being 
pertinent to the treaties of the United States relating to 
the time period for this study.
Other official government documents contained timely 
testimony heard during House and Senate hearings; still 
others had reports from the departments of Commerce, Navy 
and State on meetings related to telegraph and radio. At 
the conclusion of each international conference, the chair­
man of the delegation usually submitted in writing a report 
to his superior on the group's activities. Some reports 
were comprehensive and included an account of activity prior 
to the conference and details of participation. Some 
reports were confined to the briefest explanation of the 
articles not supported by the delegation. Reports of some 
of the chairmen are not available.
The United States Department of State Bulletin and 
the Pan-American Union Bulletin are both printed by the 
federal government in Washington but are classified with the 
periodicals. Occasionally these magazines carried articles 
by persons attending the radio and telegraph conferences.
Law reviews, technical journals, and quality periodicals
■ ^ W i l l i a m  m. Malloy, Treaties, Conventions, inter­
national Acts, Protocols, and Agreements between the United 
States and Other Powers, 1776-1909, Vol. II (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1910); and Malloy, op. cit., 
1910-1923, Vol. Ill (Washington: Government Printing Office,
1923).
11
provided the best sources of articles with information about
the conferences. Typical of the first category are the
periodicals, Air Law Review, American Journal of inter-
90national Law and the Journal of Radio Law.
Two of the technical journals consulted were Elec­
trical Communication and Institute of Radio Engineers, 
Proceedings. Each dealt mainly with national interests, 
rather than international, but the latter had one article a 
year for three years, each on a specific international con­
ference. Two of the three articles were written by members
21
of the delegation.
Two early periodicals, not printed now but com­
parable to the present Atlantic Monthly, are the Monthly 
Review and the North American Review. The former, printed 
in England, reflected a point of view of that time and 
place. The latter, with an article by delegate John
Waterbury, had an article in its 177th volume especially
92significant to the study.
20Francis C. deWolf, "Cairo Communication Conference, " 
Air Law Review, X (July, 1939) ; the same article, same title, 
same author had appeared in the American Journal of Inter­
national Law, XXXII (July, 1938), exactly one year earlier.
21An article from the former with a misleading title 
is H. Pratt and J. K. Roosevelt, "Developments in the field 
of cable and radio telegraph communication [in South 
America]" (1944); and in the latter: S. C. Hooper, "The
Hague Conference" (May, 1930).
29
Charles Bright, "Telegraphy and the conferences," 
Monthly Review, XXV (third quarter, 1903); and John Waterbury, 
"The international preliminary conference to formulate regu­
lations governing telegraphy," North American Review,
CDLXXVII (November, 1903).
12
Other sources and depositories providing information 
reported in this study are in the United States National 
Archives and in the Library of Congress. The Archives had 
collections in selected conferences in files of both the 
Department of Commerce and Department of State. The Library 
of Congress had the private paper aggregations available of 
thirteen men who had been delegates to at least one of the 
conferences. The collections consulted were those of A. S. 
Burleson, Norman H. Davis, Henry P. Fletcher, George S. 
Gibbs, A. W. Greely, John Hays Hammond Jr., Leland Harrison,
S. C. Hooper, j. Hamilton Lewis, Breckinridge Long, John 
Bassett Moore, Wallace H. White Jr., and Henry White.
Another set of papers consulted was that of Henry Vignaud 
whose papers are in the Archives of the Louisiana State 
University Library in Baton Rouge.
The New York Times was consulted extensively from 
the first of January, 1903, to the middle of July, 1950.
The first consideration in using the resources was 
to identify the conferences held and then to decide which 
should be included in this study. The conferences selected 
met three criteria. (1) They had to be called for the 
specific purpose of discussing telegraph or radio problems.
(2) The conference had to have United States representation.
(3) The conference had to be held prior to January 1, 1949.
The participants were identified next. Persons in 
the American delegation usually included delegates who had 
the authority to sign conventions, technical advisers, and a
13
secretariat. The delegates and technical advisers were from 
one or more of the following three groups— the departments 
of Army, Commerce, Navy, or State; private industry; and 
special interest groups.
The next item of consequence was to determine the 
issues that the Americans designated important in the forth­
coming conference. Sometimes such a consideration was noted 
in the domestic activity between conferences, sometimes it 
could be seen in the preliminary planning and organization 
of committees, and sometimes it was ascertained by the 
actions of members of the delegation at the conference.
A description of the American delegation's partici­
pation in the deliberations at the conference was the next 
consideration. The final action taken by the conference on 
the items the Americans deemed significant was the final 
determinant in assessing the possible influence of American 
participation.
The methodology used was that of descriptive, his­
torical analysis. Dr. Gregg Phifer said,
Any speech problem that requires knowledge of the 
past, of what has been rather than what is or should 
be, compels the use of historical methods. . . .
Through our study of the past we learn to understand 
the present more fully. Perspective, understanding, 
tolerance— all are produced of historical study.
Through it we gain perspective on what we are doing, 
whether in public address, theatre, speech education, 
radio and television, or speech c o r r e c t i o n . 23
^Gregg phifer, "The historical approach," in An 
Introduction to Graduate Study in Speech and Theatre, cd. by 
Clyde W. Dow (East Lansing; Michigan State University 
Press, 1961), pp. 53, 72.
14
"The past is the prologue to the future," is the inscription 
in stone at the entrance to the impressive National Archives 
Building in Washington, D. C. The past is part of today and 
part of the future.
The general plan of organization for this disserta­
tion is chronological. Specifically, each conference will 
be presented in the following manner: (1) Name, date, and
place of conference? (2) Raison d'etre for the conference;
(3) Names of delegates and technical advisers; (4) Identifi­
cation of issues on which the United States took a stand;
(5) United States stand; (6) Resolution of issues by con­
ference; and (7) Amount of influence of United States.
Chapter 2 covers nineteenth and twentieth century 
telegraph conferences. The former includes American parti­
cipation at one in 1871, one in 1875, and three in the 1880s. 
The twentieth century conferences are the International 
Telegraph Union conferences in 1903, 1908, 1925, and 1928, 
as well as related gatherings held immediately after World 
War I in Paris and Washington, and again in Washington in 
1927.
Chapter 3 deals with radio conferences. First, a 
planning conference was held in 1903, followed by three 
international radiotelegraph conferences in 1906, 1912, and 
1927. Between each of these conferences there were interim 
activities which contributed to the larger meetings? a 
brief discussion is included of those areas. Concluding the 
chapter are three maritime conferences held in 1912, 1929,
15
and 1948.
Chapter 4 discusses the three joint conferences of 
the International Telecommunication Union held in 1932, 1938, 
and 1947. These conferences considered both telegraph and 
radio matters. Prior to the first Union conference were 
three technical radio conferences held in Europe, and prior 
to the second Union conference were two technical radio con­
ferences, also held in Europe. The third interim period saw 
two regional special interest conferences, a preliminary or 
planning conference, and action by the United Nations.
Chapter 5 is concerned with conferences of the 
Western Hemisphere. After some background information, the 
chapter discusses the conferences of three separate decades. 
The 1920s saw five regional conferences and one worldwide 
conference. The next ten-year period included two worldwide 
conferences and five regional conferences. The decade of 
the 1940s saw five regional conferences and one worldwide 
conference.
Chapter 6 will provide the summary and the conclu­
sion.
Chapter 2
TELEGRAPH
Nineteenth Century Telegraph Conferences
The history of the International Telegraph Union 
begins with European crosscountry telegraph cooperation 
going back to 1848 when Prussia linked its capital with 
places on the borders of its kingdom by telegraph wires 
strung over land. It had to conclude no fewer than fifteen 
conventions or agreements with its own German states to 
obtain the rights of passage necessary for the construction 
of the lines. These conventions were effective only within 
Germany itself.'1'
The first inter-nation telegraph agreement was 
effected between Prussia and Austria in 1849. Other coun­
tries of Central and Eastern Europe joined with the original 
pair to form the Austro-German Telegraph Union. In 1851, 
France and Belgium, later joined by other countries, formed 
the West European Telegraph Union. It was not long before 
the two groups began to cooperate. In 1852 a convention was
^■"History of the ITU," mimeographed material put out 
by the International Telecommunication Union in Geneva, 
Switzerland, March, 1971, p. 2.
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signed between France, Belgium, and Prussia that was "to
assure to international telegraph correspondence the advan-
2
tages of a uniform tariff and identical regulations."
The merger of the two groups in Paris in 1865 was 
considered the first international telegraph conference by 
the Union, the overall organization of succeeding inter­
national telegraph conferences. This conference "set the 
pattern for international cooperation for the next hundred 
years." It was then the American-invented Morse instrument 
"was provisionally adopted for use on international lines.
3
. . . The Morse system was universally preferred."
The second international conference was held three 
years later in Vienna at which time the International Bureau 
of Telegraph Administrations was established.^
The United States was not present at either of the 
first two international conferences as they were European
^International Telecommunication Union, From Sema­
phore to Satellite (Geneva: International Telecommunication
Union, 1965), pp. 43-48.
Ibid., pp. 57, 61. Not only Morse but many other 
Americans contributed greatly to technical progress in tele­
graph over the years as did men from many other nations.
^David M. Leive, International Telecommunication and 
International Law (Dobbs Ferry, N. Y.: Oceana Publications,
1970), p. 32.
According to From Semaphore, page 63, the Bureau was 
a permanent secretariat "to continue statistical and tech­
nical information work for its members between the formal 
meetings of the conferences" and to publish certain special­
ized material. The Union was the first international 
organization to use this kind of tool and it has been widely 
copied.
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conferences devoted to land telegraphy. The third inter­
national telegraph meeting included marine telegraphy on its 
agenda, an item which concerned the United States. This 
country's submarine cable development is next reviewed before 
approaching the third conference.
The first attempt to lay a telegraph cable across 
the Atlantic Ocean was made by an American, Cyrus W. Field, 
in 1857. Surprisingly, neither end of the cable was to be 
on United States soil. Earlier, the United States Navy had 
found that the ocean floor between Newfoundland and Ireland was 
of mud and fairly level. A successful cable was laid in 
1858 between those two points by Field and it operated for
5
several weeks before it failed. The failure was in such 
deep water that repair was not possible at that time.
Technical know-how and financing in the United 
States and England combined by 1865 for another try at trans- 
Atlantic cable-laying. That cable broke when two-thirds of 
the distance was covered. The next year a new cable was 
laid across the Atlantic successfully. A few weeks later 
the broken end of the previous year's cable was picked up, 
repaired, and that line was completed too. A third cable 
across the Atlantic was laid successfully in 1869.^
^Arthur L. Albert, Electrical Communication (2nd ed.; 
New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1940), p. 6. Albert
actually said the cable operated for three months. World 
Book Encyclopedia claimed four weeks and Sydney W. Head in 
Broadcasting in America (Boston: Houghton-Mifflin Co.,
1956), 81 ff., said a few months.
6Albert, Communication, p. 6.
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A submarine cable going south was laid in 1866 by 
James A. Scrymser. It connected a point in Florida across 
the Gulf of Mexico with Havana, Cuba. Later, Scrymser con­
centrated on land lines to Mexico and to other overland
7
southern points.
No big conferences were recorded concerning these 
cable-layings east and south that connected nations, but 
meetings must have been held by persons from at least the 
connected countries that enabled men from each country to 
talk to each other via symbols transmitted electrically. 
Technical ability and monetary investment for both the cable 
lines going east and the one going south were provided 
partly by persons of the United States. Cross-country 
agreement or agreement between individuals of different 
countries was essential for the operation of such telegraph 
communication.
The third international telegraph conference was 
held in Rome in 1871, and submarine telegraphy was on the 
agenda. This conference was the first such international 
one at which an American was present. He was Cyrus Field, 
the enterprising entrepreneur of the earliest submarine 
cable laying across the Atlantic Ocean. in Rome he asked 
about the protection of submarine and land cables during war 
and peace. The disposition of the request was to resolve to
l^l. PruLl iind J. K. Kooai.'velL, "Developments in I ho 
field of cable and radio telegraph communication, " Floctr1- 
cal Communication, XX (April, 1944), 147-49.
20
bring the matter to the attention of participating govern-
O
ments.
®U. S., Department of State, Foreign Relations of 
the United States, 1875, VII, "Report of the American Repre­
sentative" (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1875),
Executive Doc. of the House, p. 1070.
How Cyrus Field participated in the conference is 
not clear. "The Swiss delegate read to the Plenary Assembly 
two remarkable letters from the great American pioneers 
Cyrus Field and Samuel Morse. They both asked the Conference 
to take some action to neutralize telegraph lines in time of 
war. The Assembly found itself unable to adopt any resolu­
tion on this subject." (International Telecommunication 
Union, From Semaphore, p. 67.)
Field produced a letter at the conference from Morse 
asking for neutralization of "telegraphy in the air and in 
the sea." (Clark, Communications, p. 158, quote from a 
photostated Department of State letter.) It is possible 
that the American or Americans were not allowed on the floor 
of the conference because their government was not a member 
of the organization. They were allowed to be heard there if 
a delegate-member agreed to read a written comment from 
them.
When the conference came to the marine telegraphy 
item on the agenda, "it was . . . discussed informally but 
insistently by Cyrus Field, American technical expert, 
never inclined to be a mere observer." (Clark, Communica­
tions, p. 127.) The dissertation writer thinks Field's 
informal discussions must have been held off the floor, per­
haps by "buttonholing" delegates when the plenary sessions 
were not meeting.
The question arises as to whom or what the Americans 
represented, in what capacity were they in Rome? "The Rome 
Conference allowed private telegraph companies to be repre­
sented at all meetings of the Union, with the right of dis­
cussion but without the right to vote." (International 
Telecommunication Union, From Semaphore, p. 67.)
"Private American telegraph companies were not repre­
sented during the first conferences of the ITU. The first 
to come . . . went to the Berlin Conference of 1885." 
(International Telecommunication Union, From Semaphore, p. 
59.)
"Cyrus Field represented here not the government of 
the United States, but the New York-Newfoundland-London 
Telegraphic Co." (Clark, Communications, p. 253, ff.
Renault, R.D.I., vol. xii.) Circumstantial evidence points 
to Field being at the Rome conference as a representative of 
a non-United States private telegraph company, not as an 
American per se, or not as a representative of an American
21
The fourth international telegraph conference was 
held in St. Petersburg, Russia, in 1875, where a convention 
and regulations were established which remained in force 
with only minor modifications until 1932. Eugene Schuyler, 
ambassador to Russia from the United States, was there as an 
invited observer. He had no vote because this country did 
not own or control its telegraph industries so this country 
was not eligible to be a member of the International Tele­
graph Union. "The American telegraph companies all refused
g
to be represented."
The delegates came from nations where their govern­
ments controlled either wholly or to some degree their tele­
graph systems. The delegates then could legitimately speak 
for and sign agreements which included a settlement of rates 
with other countries for their systems.
The 1875 convention included a mention of rates or 
fees, an extremely involved subject. The United States 
government policy was not to interfere with the setting of 
rates by the private companies. Schuyler commented that the
private telegraph company. The conclusion is that 
Morse was not there because Morse earned a meager living as 
a teacher and would not be able to pay his own way. Field 
was more prosperous personally as he was a financier and 
anyway he was probably sent by the telegraph company with 
which he was associated.
9Ibid., p. 1071.
l^Harry 0. Mance, International Telecommunications 
(New York: Oxford Press, 1944), p. 6.
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users of the services did not seem to be represented at this
1875 conference, only the telegraph companies.^
Telegraph Union members were interested in American
reaction to both the rate discussions and the modification
of regulations, particularly for reasons of commerce and the
exchange of news. The American telegraph companies were
affected by and depended on the Union conventions if they
17had any overseas business dealings at all.
Secretary of State Hamilton Fish originally asked 
the presidents of two private companies to attend the con­
ference but both had declined, so Fish had then asked 
Schuyler. The Secretary of State said the Russian charge 
d'affaires in Washington "has been very urgent for us to be 
represented at the proposed telegraph congress at St. Peters­
burg." When it was explained to the Russian that a person 
sent by the United States could not speak for the private 
companies, the Russian "then intimated a disposition to 
receive delegates from private companies." it was explained 
that two telegraph company presidents had declined so 
Schuyler was accepted as an observer and representative of 
the government. Schuyler's instructions were to "report
•^Foreign Relations, p. 1072.
■^George A. Schreiner, Cable and Wireless and Their 
Place in the Foreign Relations (Boston: The Stratford
Company, 1924), p. 25.
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13results without committing this Government."
Schuyler reported that the 1871 request of Field for 
the protection of submarine and land cables in time of war 
and peace was not reconsidered at the present conference 
because it was considered a matter of international law and 
the conference was interested in the improvement of tele­
graph matters, not international law per se.^
The report continued:
In accordance with your instructions, I took no 
other part in the conference than simply to attend 
its meetings. . . .  I hope that at the next session 
the American companies may be willing to take part, 
for it is for the convenience of the public that 
messages everywhere should be subject to the same 
regulations and be sent at fixed rates.
I was asked many times in conversation whether it 
was probable the Government of the United States would 
take into its own hands the administration of the 
telegraphs. To this I could only reply that the 
subject had been several times brought to the atten­
tion of Congress, and had been there considered, but 
that it was impossible for me to predict the result 
of any bills which might be in the future brought 
into Congress. I could not help adding that at the 
same time, under our present system, the public was 
provided with many safeguards, . . .  it would be loth 
to lose as it would do by being placed under rules 
similar to those now in force in European adminis­
trations .^5
The convention and the regulations were one document
^Secretary of State Fish's telegram to Schuyler. 
Dated August 18, 1875, Foreign Relations of 1875, p.
1070.
14Ibid., p. 1071. 
l^Ibid., p. 1074.
at that time and Schuyler did not sign.'*'8 Schuyler reported 
that the principles of the 1875 convention included (1) the 
"right of everyone" to correspond by means of international 
telegraphy; (2) secrecy pledged on the contents of the tele­
gram if the content does not jeopardize the welfare of the 
state; (3) if the welfare of the state is threatened, the 
state may withhold some or all of the content; and (4) the 
cost is determined by the number of words.-1-7
Schuyler pointed out the cost of sending a telegram 
was actually determined by several factors; the most contro­
versial one had to do with the count of words in the message.
Made-up words were used and "a paragraph could at times be
1 ftcondensed to a sentence," he said. Here can be seen that 
the problem of artificial words or the use of codes and its 
relationship to charges was recognized early. The inclusion 
of the item of cost or rates in the convention was the main 
deterrent to the United States signing the convention.
Schuyler's report concluded with "The convention was 
drawn up in such form as to avoid the necessity of future 
revisions and the regulations have received a simpler,
1 Qcleared [sic], and a more practical character." The first 
telegraph conference observer from this country apparently 
followed his instructions. He did not commit his government
■^Keith Clark, international Communications (New York 
Columbia University Press, 1931), p. 117.
^ Foreign Relations of 1875, p. 1072.
18Ibid. 19Ibid.
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and he did make a report.
The result of the conference may be summed up as 
follows: "The United States is not . . .  a signatory to the
International Telegraph Convention. American cable . . . 
companies therefore are not bound to it except as they have 
offices in countries where it a p p l i e s . "2°
The accomplishments of the 1875 conference were not 
influenced by the United States although this country had an 
observer there by invitation of the host country. The con­
vention adopted was the basis for many future conferences.
The relationship of the United States to its tele­
graph systems was a bit nebulous. The United States has not
subsidized land or submarine telegraph "as has been the
21general practice of foreign governments." in 1857 Con­
gress had passed an act which made provision "for the fixing
OO
of cable tolls by the Secretary of the Treasury. Seven 
years later a Congressional act was passed which "provides 
that the American government is to have priority in the use 
of the lines within its territory, and the usual rates in
20Manton Davis, "International radiotelegraph conven­
tion and traffic arrangements," Air Law Review, I (July, 
1930), 353.
According to Schreiner, in Cable, p. 25, one tele­
graph and submarine cable operator in the United States, the 
Commercial Cable Company, formally agreed to the St. Peters­
burg Convention.
^Schreiner, Cable, p. 39.
22Ibid., p. 40. This was a guideline for domestic
use.
Europe and America shall prevail."23
The English author George Schreiner commented, "the 
government of the United States presented nothing but a 
carping attitude in regard to cable tolls; . . .  in enter­
prises the risks of which were borne by individuals who owed 
not the least allegiance to the United S t a t e s . H e  also 
wrote that the American commercial companies "operating 
points abroad strove for monopolistic concessions wherever 
they could be had and made as hard a fight for high cable 
rates as did their British and French competitors." He 
thought this action by the United States companies abroad 
was strangely in contrast to the action by their government 
which "persisted in fighting monopolies and regulating rates 
downward at home.
Competitor or not, in 1869, the instructions given 
to possible United States telegraph observers were, "it 
seems desirable that you and the British delegate should com­
pare your texts so that they may be identical."2^ At that 
time the United States had tried to initiate a conference 
dedicated to the protection of submarine cables and Secretary
23Ibid. 24Ibid., p. 65.
23Ibid., p. 76. Schreiner contrasted the American 
policy with the British cable policy which, he wrote, was 
"most thorough and comprehensive."
<y /-
U. S., Department of State, Foreign Relations of 
1883 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1883), p.
265, Executive Document of the House.
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of State Fish wrote to twenty-three government.s. His letter 
read, "the President thought the moment favorable for the 
negotiation of a joint convention of the maritime powers for 
the protection of submarine cables." He enclosed a suggested 
treaty and said that the "central position" of his country 
"in the communication of the world entitled the United 
States to initiate this movement for the common benefit of 
the commerce and civilization of all0" No meeting was 
held, no feedback was recorded, and the United States dropped 
the idea.2®
Ten years later, in 1879, there was a minor fracas
about submarine cables between the United States and a
French cable company which had a franchise from the French
government. The French company owned land on Cape Cod and
planned to connect France with its private property in the
? qUnited States. 3 However, the French company "prohibited
any American company from a corresponding right to land
30cables xn France." There had been no Congressxonal actxon 
on a foreign cable company landing on United States terri­
tory. President Grant exercised his "executive func- 
31tion" in regard to the proposed action of the French cable 
company, and the French cable was not laid.
2^Clark, Communications, ff. quotes from letter 
written November 23, 1869, p. 140.
2®Ibid., p. 141. 29Ibid., p. 155.
2QIbid., 141. 2 "^Schreiner, Cable, p. 42.
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The French were told
the authority of the executive government to admit the 
laying of transmarine cables . . .  is exercised only in 
the absence of legislation of Congress regulating the 
subject . . .  and subject to such future action as 
Congress may take on the subject.32
A Cabinet member said, "While there is no special statute
authorizing the Executive to grant permission to land a
cable on the coast of the United States, neither is there
any statute prohibiting such action."33
A license from the President has been needed since 
that time for the landing and operation of submarine cables 
connection the United States with foreign countries. Such 
cables are then placed under administrative control. A 
Congressional act of May 27, 1921, formally established the 
need for a license. The preceding year the Western Union 
Telegraph Company tried to land a cable at Miami, Florida, 
connecting with British lines and the company did not have 
"full governmental authorization."34 The resulting action 
by Congress formally embodied the accepted principle of the 
right of a state to exercise jurisdiction within its own 
boundaries.
Three years after the President exercised his "execu­
tive function" to protect United States national interest 
from France's cable encroachment, the United States Minister
32clark, Communications, p. 155. 33ibid.
"^George G. Wilson, "Landing and operation of sub­
marine cables in the United States," American Journal of 
International Law, XVI (1922), 68-70.
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to France, Levi P. Morton, received a note from the French 
minister of foreign affairs about a conference on submarine 
cables. Morton forwarded it to Washington. In a letter 
dated October 6, 1882, Morton was asked by the acting Secre­
tary of State to attend the conference as this country's 
representative along with Henry Vignaud, legation secre­
tary.35
The instructions for the two delegates were in the 
letter from Washington.
In view of the fact, however, that circumstances 
rendered it impossible to give you full preliminary 
instructions on the subject, it is desired that 
before signing any convention which may be formulated 
by the conference, the same may be submitted to the 
Department for consideration.
You will also feel yourself at liberty to ask 
special instructions, if you deem it necessary during 
the progress of the negotiations.36
The first of the series of submarine cable confer­
ences opened on October 16, 1882, with thirty-three 
countries represented. Morton was asked to be on a
35U. S., Department of State, Foreign Relations of 
the United States, 1883-1884, Executive Document of House
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1884), p. 253.
Vignaud was described as "discreet, intelligent, 
especially experienced," in a letter from Albert Rhodes (no 
further identification) in Rome to Morton in Paris, dated 
October 11, 1882. The subject matter was not clearly under­
stood as the handwriting was semi-legible, but it did not 
seem to be about conferences or submarine cables. Folder 7 
of Vignaud's private papers at Louisiana State University 
Library's Archives. A note from "Durand" (no further 
identification) to Vignaud was one legible sentence, "I do 
not find the Marconi information you want." Dated Saturday, 
Paris. Folder 9. Private papers. Vignaud was a journalist, 
historian, and diplomat for both the Confederacy and the 
United States.
35Ibid.
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committee but he declined. Vignaud explained, "'We have no 
scientific knowledge of the technical questions posed before 
you, and we are without special instruction. . . .  We bring 
neither light nor direction.1"37 Why the two delegates did 
not ask for special instructions as the letter from Washing­
ton suggested is not known. Both Morton and Vignaud signed
the document at the conclusion of the conference.
Morton sent in a report, dated November 9, 1882. He 
said both the United States and Great Britain insisted on 
the same wording of the convention draft which the con­
ference accepted. He pointed out:
Notice the guarded language of the protocol. We 
do not make a convention; we only make a project of a
convention. We do not pledge our Government; we only
pledge ourselves to submit our draft to its considera­
tion reserving thereby the right of our Government not 
only to accept or reject the convention, but even its 
right to propose modifications.38
The draft of a convention was circulated and prompted 
proposals and amendments. The conference met again from 
October 16 to November 2, 1883, with representatives from 
thirty-three nations present. The instructions to Morton 
authorized him "to conclude the proposed treaty."39
The United States signed and the Senate confirmed 
the treaty but American private telegraph companies objected 
as did British companies. Thereupon a third conference was
o 7
J 'Clark, Communications, p. 145.
38poreign Relations of 1883-1884, p. 254.
39Ibid., p. 285.
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called for May, 1886, and an "explanatory declaration" was 
p r o d u c e d . 40 The United States Ambassador to France at that 
time was Robert McLane, so he and Vignaud were the two dele­
gates. Their instructions were to sign "subject to the 
Senate's approval."41
The Senate and House both eventually agreed and 
approved, but another conference was called in Paris in July, 
1887, to reconcile some other differences. The United 
States delayed in ratifying an amendment and the conference 
d r a g g e d . 42 McLane was the sole United States representative 
and signer at the concluding 1888 conference.43
The participation of the United States in these 
three 1880s conferences was three-fold. First was the 
refusal of a delegate of this country to serve on a com­
mittee at the first conference. Second was the American 
private companies' complaints which resulted in the 
"explanatory declaration" of 1886. Third was the procrasti­
nation of the United States in ratifying a part of one of 
the concluding documents. These accomplishments do not 
demonstrate constructive leadership.
40u. S., Department of State, Foreign Relations of 
1887 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1888), p. 361.
41ibid., p. 273. 42Ibid.f pp. 361-64.
4-^william M. Malloy, Treaties, Conventions, Inter­
national Acts, Protocols and Agreements between the United 
States and Other Powers, 1776-1909, Vol. II (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1910), pp. 194, 195.
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A review of the nineteenth century telegraph 
conferences reveals that the history of telegraph coopera­
tion goes back to 1848. The first international telegraph 
conference, held in Paris in 1865, had no Americans present 
but did adopt the American Morse instrument for international 
lines. The first American present at an international 
telegraph conference was in Rome in 1871, and he was unsuc­
cessful in getting action on the protection of submarine 
and land cables during war and peace.
An American observer was present but did not parti­
cipate at the next international telegraph conference. It 
was held in St. Petersburg in 1875, at which time the basic 
convention for the next several decades of the telegraph 
conferences was drawn up. A trio of conferences dedicated 
to submarine cable problems was held in Paris in the 1880s. 
The United States had representatives there who participated 
to the extent of practically nullifying whatever the con­
ferences hoped to accomplish.
The telegraph conferences, except for the three in 
the 1880s, were held under the auspices of the International 
Telegraph Union.
Twentieth Century Telegraph Conferences
The first telegraph conference of the twentieth 
century was held in London in 1903. Gen. A. W. Greely was
33
the "sole American member" attending.44 He explained about 
his instructions:
When Secretary of State Hay commissioned me, I 
asked for instruction and he simply said: 'It is
your specialty. Do what you think best.' Although 
the United States was not an adhering party [to the 
Union], Great Britain considered the situation so 
serious that it invited our participation therein.4^
Hay also added, according to Greely, "it was to be under­
stood that the United States would not be officially bound 
by anything I said or did."4  ^ The ambiguous and noncommittal 
instructions continued the pattern shown at the conferences 
held in St. Petersburg and at the submarine cable con­
ferences of the 1880s.
44Adolphus W. Greely, Reminiscences of Adventure and 
Service (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1927), p. 329.
Brig. Gen. Greely was well suited professionally to 
represent his government in communication matters. in 1875 
he had been in charge of constructing telegraph lines in the 
lower Rio Grande valley with Congressional appropriations 
for the army allotted specifically for that purpose. The 
following years he did telegraphy installations in other 
parts of the country, still for the army. The government 
reversed itself in 1885 and the "War Department officially 
declared that electrical communications were not needed by 
an American army." (Ibid., p. 158)
Three years later, 1898, Greely was put at the head 
of the Army Signal Corps in the Spanish-American War. He 
was allotted $800, eight officers, fifty men and made 
responsible for "the operation of military means of communi­
cation." He was "to assume charge of all cables, exercise 
such control over them and take such action as is necessary 
for the public welfare, and is legal." (Ibid., p. 179.)
Greely, as chief signal officer of the army, made an 
annual report for the period of time covering his service in 
the Spanish-American War. His official comments are con­
siderably more restrained than those found in his memoirs.
45Ibid., p. 161.
46Ibid.
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The general had privileged access to mails and tele­
graph, courtesy of the British Post Office, while at the 
conference.47 The general did not make an official report 
and his private correspondence included only two brief
A Q
mentions of the conference. Greely's personal interest in 
the conference seemed to have been extremely limited.
The next Union telegraph conference opened in 
Lisbon, Portugal, on May 5, 1908. The two observers from 
this country were Charles Page Bryan and Roland R. Dennis. 
The United States was invited by the Portugese government 
and the two Americans were registered as nonvoting dele­
gates. They said,
Notwithstanding the fact of the United States not 
being eligible for membership, it has been regularly 
invited for many years to send delegates to the con­
ferences, where they are received and accorded a right 
to be heard but have no vote.49
He was issued a three inch by four inch leather- 
bound delegate identification card with such information on 
it. Box of memorabilia. Greely's private papers.
AQ
According to the correspondence file in Greely's 
private papers, he wrote to a friend as follows: "I sail
Wednesday at 10 a. m. on the Philadelphia to attend the 
International Telegraph Conference, as the United States 
delegate, at London, on May 27." Those lines took approxi­
mately one-eleventh of the letter , dated May 10, 1903.
The second mention was in a note he received from 
the British Foreign Office, dated August 7, 1903. "The 
Postmaster General desires that an expression of his satis­
faction may be conveyed to Gen. Greely, the American repre­
sentative at the Conference, for the support accorded by 
him to the British delegates in the matter."
49U. S., Department of State, Report of American 
delegates to the tenth conference of the International Tele­
graphic Union, House document 1205, 60th Congress, 2nd sess.
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1908), p. 2.
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Instructions for the delegates were to "carefully 
consider whether it may be advisable or practicable for the 
United States at a later date to become a party to the 
union.I,JW
The instructions may have been influenced by a letter 
of invitation, dated January 16, 1908, forwarded to the State 
Department from the British embassy in Washington. The 
letter from the British foreign office asked the United 
States Government to become a member of the Union. Bryan 
and Dennis commented:
As only a very small percentage of the telegraph 
lines in the United States are under governmental 
control, the Government was not in a position to 
fulfill the principal requisite to becoming a member 
of the union, i.e., 'being in a position to insure 
the general acceptance of the principles and rules of 
the International Telegraph Conference on the part of 
the private companies within their territory,' hence 
the invitation had to be declined.51
Apparently the rest of the world, mainly Europe 
which dominated the telegraph conferences, considered the 
United States important as far as telegraphic coopera­
tion in the use of the systems.
The invitation was extended through Great Britain 
because the United States cable companies, as well as the 
companies of four other non-member nations, "must depend on 
the good offices of some foreign country— generally Great
50Ibid., p. 4.
51Ibid., p. 3. The government-owned telegraph lines 
mentioned were those of the Departments of the Army and Navy.
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Britain— for their representation in c o n f e r e n c e s . T h e  
two observers in Lisbon noted there was a "great amount of 
American capital and enterprise . . . invested in submarine 
cables." They also said, "the business interests of the 
cable companies are naturally, invariably secondary to the 
interests of the telegraph department of the foreign country 
representing the cable companies. In other words, Great 
Britain represented herself first; American business and 
cable interests were second, if there were no conflict.
Interest was voiced at the conference for United 
States membership. "The chairman concluded his remarks by 
expressing the hope that very soon the United States of 
America . . . will appear in the favored list of the tele­
graph union." Bryan and Dennis reported;
Were it possible for the two great American 
telegraph companies to agree to such action [member­
ship in the Union] as might be taken by official 
delegates of our Government, working conjointly with 
representatives of said companies and under their 
advice as fellow-delegates in international con­
ferences, great good would doubtless result for the 
public, with corresponding business benefit for the 
companies themselves. Such an arrangement could 
undoubtedly be effected and made practicable by an 
understanding between the American companies and the 
Department of Commerce and Labor.
The more progressive European officials at the 
conference, admitting American superiority in modern 
methods, believe that closer and official cooperation 
on our part in the work of the telegraph union would 
result in the introduction throughout all the world of 
the improved systems prevailing in our country and thus 
greatly increase the usefulness of the whole organiza­
tion. 54
The delegates said they were shown "universal kindness" and
52Ibid. 52Ibid. 5^Ibid., p. 4.
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all were "most willing to assist us in our efforts to secure 
for the American code users the continued use of their
c c
present codes."JJ
How much the observers participated in the conference
has not been ascertained, but they did mention a cordial wel- 
56come and did suggest a favorable reception to the idea of 
Union membership.
P. E. D. Nagle, communications expert of the United 
States Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, summed up 
his country's concern in the resulting convention.
The regulations in force under it are of direct 
interest to the American business public, as users 
of international telegraphic services must comply 
with its requirements in nearly every foreign country. 
Furthermore, many of the provisions of the Inter­
national Telegraph Convention are incorporated by
^Ibid., p. 6. The report included several pages of 
discussion of the continuing problem of codes which were 
used in commercial, political and newsgathering transactions. 
Some of the questions raised in this extremely complex sub­
ject were how many letters could be combined to allow the 
combination to count as a word? did every word need to have 
a vowel in it? did every word have to be pronounceable? in 
what language did a word have to be pronounceable? how 
should or could messages be handled that used other than the 
Roman alphabet?
^The welcome may or may not have been influenced 
by Col. E. Frey, who was "directly in charge" of the Union 
Bureau at Berne. Frey's citizenship is not stated but he 
"served in Illinois regiments during the entire civil war, 
later so ably represented the Swiss Government from 1882 to 
1888 as minister at Washington, and was subsequently Presi­
dent of Switzerland." (U. S., Department of Commerce, 
International Communications and the International Telegraph 
Convention, Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, 
Miscellaneous Series 121, p. 2.)
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reference, in the International Radiotelegraphic
Convention, to which the United States is
signatory.57
Telegraph conference business, as far as this country 
was concerned, was of comparatively little consequence until 
World War I. immediately after the war, international tele­
graph problems that vitally affected the United States needed 
to be resolved. Only the Allies were the participants of 
the 1919, 1920, and 1921, non-union meetings or conferences. 
The war had caused extensive disruption of telegraph services 
and pinpointed many of the systems' shortcomings. The most 
important one was the amount of United States dependence on 
cables made and controlled by other countries for her over­
seas transactions. The country had had a "party line" 
arrangement concerning submarine cables for many years and
CO
she was without any policy-making power over them.
A brief review of the cable situation will show the 
predicament of the United States. At the outbreak of the 
war, Germany was one of the great cable owners in the world 
and an important news center. Great Britain cut the German- 
New York cable in two places. The close end in the English 
Channel was diverted to England. The other cut was 600 
miles out to sea and that end was diverted to Halifax,
57u. s., Department of Commerce, International 
Communications, p. 1.
^®Linden A. Mander, Foundations of Modern World 
Society (2nd. ed., rev; Stanford: Stanford University
Press, 1947), p. 534.
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Canada. What had been a German-United States cable became 
an English-Canadian cable. Another German-united States 
cable was cut by the French in the English Channel, and the 
German end was diverted to Brest, France. The: American end 
was moved from the German landing place in New York to the
C Q
French company's landing site in New York. Germany lost 
her cables during the war and the United States lost the use 
of or was severely restricted in the use of her cables 
because of wartime action.
An American Committee of Internationa] Telegraphic 
Communication, also called the Interdepartmental Committee 
on Communications, met on November 25, 1918, to consider 
this country's serious cable situation which was worse 
than before the war. Committee chairman Breckinridge Long,^® 
third assistant Secretary of State, formed study subcom­
mittees of eminent scientists and engineers. Their final
report said the United States should expand and enlarge its
filstations and cables. Long suggested the League of Nations
^% e w  York Times, November 23, 1919, sect. Ill, p. 8.
Also, according to Clark in Communications, page 164, 
the United States-French site was not equipped until after 
the war.
finowAccording to an undated memorandum, titled, "inter­
departmental Committee on Communications," in Norman Davis' 
private papers, there were three committee members. They 
were Army Major Gen. George 0. Squiers who was an electrical 
engineer with a doctor's degree from Johns Hopkins University, 
Navy Capt. David W. Todd, and Walter S. Rogers, a member of 
the Committee on Public Information.
61Ibid.
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should control all cable and radio apparatus.6^
The Versailles Peace Conference was held from Janu­
ary 18 to June 28, 1919.6  ^ In the Peace Treaty, Germany 
renounced her claims to the cables and turned them over to 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers.6*^ This affected 
the jointly-owned German-United States cables which had been 
cut and diverted in the war.66
The Supreme Council of the Allies appointed a five- 
power International Committee to consider the questions of 
international law as it related to the capture and disposal 
of the German submarine cables.66 At the second meeting of 
the International Committee, Maj. Gen. James Brown Scott,
U. S., Department of State, Foreign Relations of 
United States, Paris Peace Conference, 1919 (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1942), House Document 1815, p. 
537.
^The conference was chaired by an American, Norman
H. Davis, whose background was that of financier and com­
munity-minded citizen.
6^W. S. Rogers, "International Electric Communica­
tions," Foreign Affairs, I, No. 2 (December 15, 1922), 144- 
57.
^According to Norman Davis private papers, Library 
of Congress, in an undated "Preliminary Statement," the 
American Commercial Cable Company and a German cable company, 
in 1899, agreed to a forty-year contract to conduct their 
systems "as if they constituted one line." This they had 
been doing and the American company "did construct at great 
expense" underground lines to New York City and terminal 
equipment there. At the end of the war, the United States 
was left with an invalid contract, no cables and minus the 
considerable "expense" money.
^Memorandum dated March 7, 1919, "International 
Committee." Norman Davis private papers.
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United States representative, explained that the matter 
being examined was "not merely a question of private 
property. The value of a cable depends on the use to which 
it can be put for purposes of communicating news, and not on 
the intrinsic value of the cable material." He said cables 
could legitimately be cut for military reasons but after 
military necessities were served, the cable should be 
restored. "This view is supported by Article 54 of the 
Hague Convention, 1907."87
Soon after the formation of the International Com­
mittee, there were at least four secret late afternoon 
meetings held between individuals from the United States, 
Great Britain, France, Japan, and Italy about certain 
aspects of the peace negotiations. President Wilson and 
Robert Lansing represented the United States, and their 
advisers included Adm. W. S. Benson, Walter S. Rogers, L. 
Harrison, Dr. R. H. Lord, Mr. Morrison, and Mr. Whitehouse,68 
Much of the discussion centered on the disposition of the 
German cables which had been cut and diverted during the war 
by the European Allies.
A resolution was made public following the last 
meeting that stated
The Principal Allied and Associated Powers shall
67Ibid., dated March 16, 1919.
88Secretary's notes of "conversations," section 
titled, "American Commission to Negotiate Peace." Undated. 
Norman Davis private papers.
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as soon as possible arrange for the convoking of 
an International Congress to consider all aspects 
of communication by land telegraph, cables, and 
wireless telegraphy, and to make recommendations 
to the powers concerned with a view to provide the 
entire world with adequate facilities of this 
nature on a fair and equitable b a s i s . 69
Apparently neither those at the secret meetings nor the 
members of the more public International Committee could 
agree on the disposition of communication facilities. The 
Peace Conference was unable to resolve the problem of sub­
marine cables.7®
Secretary of State Robert Lansing reported to the
7  1Presxdent on September 4, 1919, that the Council of Five 
had agreed to a conference to consider the disposition of 
the German cables. Lansing said the powers should meet in 
Washington in October of the following year. He said this 
would "promote world peace, mutual understanding and 
fellowship arising from a communication system free from 
special privilege and placing each part of the world in 
immediate contact with every other part. 1,7 2 France wanted
6®Ibid. The resolution was announced on May 13, 
1919, and the meetings had been held on March 24, April 30, 
May 1, and May 2 at President Wilson's Paris address.
7®New York Times, September 1, 1920, p. 22.
7-^United States, Great Britain, France, Italy and 
Japan; also called the Allies; later called the EU-F-GB-I 
which stood for Etats-Unis, France, Great Britain, Italy.
72u. S., Department of State, Senate Documents, 
"International Telegraph Conference, 1919-1921," Document 89 
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1919), p. 2.
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the conference to be held in Washington too because she said 
the city offered a more impartial environment than European 
cities and had a "detached" atmosphere which would be more 
conducive to progress and a g r e e m e n t s . ^
The post-war telegraph activity of the United States 
was directed toward this country's serious cable situation. 
The German cables, cut during the war and seized by the 
European Allies, disrupted and partially destroyed America's 
cable services. The Versailles Peace Conference, chaired by 
the American Norman Davis, did not solve the United States 
cable problem. The Allies, because of the prompting of 
President Wilson and other Americans at secret meetings, 
issued a resolution calling for an international conference 
on all forms of electrical communication.
The Secretary of State asked the President to ask 
Congress to issue formal invitations and to appropriate 
$75,000 for United States representation at this conference. 
Congress agreed and the money was enough to cover the 
expenses of the technical experts; delegates would not 
receive any compensation. Lansing's other suggestions were 
passed: (1) conference problems should be drawn up in a
preliminary way as a basis for a general international 
conference later, and the delegates should be appointed by 
the President and not have to be approved by Congress. A
7% e w  York Times, October 5, 1920, p. 17.
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minority report by the Democrats stated that delegates should 
be approved by Congress if they are to have the authority to 
sign treaties.7^
A formal invitation was proffered to the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers on February 10, 1920, to attend 
a Preliminary Conference in Washington to consider some 
problems not settled at the Peace Conference, mainly the 
disposition of the German cables. Another invitation was 
extended to the same powers by the United States on March 30, 
1920, to also attend a "subsequent General Conference."7^
Norman Davis, Peace Conference chairman, became the 
chairman of the Preliminary Conference.7^ Before the latter
U. S., Department of State, House Foreign Affairs 
Committee, House Reports, Vol. 2 "Conference of 1919-1921"
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1919), Miscel­
laneous 2, report 387, part 2, pp. 1-6.
75U. S., Department of State, Foreign Relations of 
the United States, 1920, Vol. 1 (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1935), House Document 1045, p. 107.
Almost a year earlier, on May 13, 1919, there had 
been a resolution about such a conference. According to 
Foreign Relations, 1920, page 108, the Secretary of State 
telegraphed the French Minister of Foreign Affairs on June 
4, 1919, about an impending conference and he used the same 
words as were in the resolution of the previous month.
7®According to the New York Times of September 16, 
1920, page 17, Davis replaced Burleson as chairman. Davis 
was acting Secretary of State and Burleson, former wartime 
communication administrator, became honorary chairman. This 
action was taken when it was realized the conference was 
significant diplomatically as well as commercially.
An examination of Burleson's private papers at the 
Library of Congress showed no mention of this conference.
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conference opened, he announced,
It is proposed to open the World Wide Inter­
national Conference on Electrical Communication 
["Subsequent General Conference"] in Washington on 
November 15, 1920. It is desired the delegates be 
fully empowered to deal with the questions and 
negotiate agreements in reference thereto.77
The worldwide conference was never called because the Pre­
liminary Conference of the Allies was never concluded.
Later, the more inclusive conference was indefinitely post­
poned. 78
The idea of a more inclusive conference, as far as 
number of nations and kinds of communication, was suggested 
by Walter S. Rogers, American public relations and
^^Letter from Department of State of Secretary of 
Commerce, dated July 23, 1920. Correspondence file, Norman 
Davis private papers.
^ Foreign Relations, 1920, p. 128.
According to the New York Times of August 4, 1920, 
page 6, an International Communications Conference was to 
open on September 15, 1920, in Washington, under the sponsor­
ship of the League of Nations. The United States repre­
sentatives were Davis, Burleson, Benson, and Rogers, and the 
main purpose of the meeting was to consider the disposition 
of the German cables. These were the same individuals with 
the same purpose, meeting in the same place and at the same 
date as the Preliminary Conference.
The same newspaper, on October 4, 1920, page 17, 
again mentioned the International Communications Conference.
It said the meeting was to open on October 8 and the main 
session might be moved from Washington to Paris. The moving 
would be at the request of the League of Nations "to pre­
serve for the League general questions affecting international 
communications" as this is what some powers wanted, said the 
newspaper. The newspaper commented that if the conferences 
were conducted under the auspices of the League, an organi­
zation to which this country did not belong, the United 
States was afraid it might then participate only as an 
observer and not as an equal with the other allies.
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communications expert, to the President. He had submitted a
memo to that effect to President Wilson before the Peace
Conference. Rogers suggested the "formation of a single
international convention for all electrical communications
which would be based on the needs and interests of the
7 gpublic at large, as users."
In the United States the government as well as the 
public had cable problems connected with being users. Army 
Major C. H. Mason explained about the cable practices which 
were discriminatory against the United States. He said
With but few exceptions, our cable messages are 
subject to decipherment, delay, distortion and, in 
case of war, nullification by British and Japanese.
These two powers that thus control our cable com­
munications with much of the world are bound together 
in an offensive-defensive alliance. Thus we are 
faced with the possibility of being, at a single 
hostile stroke, cut off almost completely from the 
rest of the world.
The daily experience, both of our business and of 
the government messages, shows clearly that a hostile 
control is being now exercised against American mes­
sages in favor of the British and Japanese.
England has assured the United States that they 
are entering this Conference from an economic view­
point only, yet their delegates are army officers.
We can rest assured that Great Britain and Japan 
will use every means . . .  to maintain inviolate 
their present exclusive domination in this field.
Other foreign intentions may be lumped together 
into one group. . . . It is probable that they . . .
are interested with us in opening the present closed 
cable field to themselves.
^John D. Tomlinson, The International Control of 
Radio Communication (Ann Arbor: Edwards Brothers, 1945),
p. 47.
^"Memorandum for Capt. Bicknell, M. I. D representa­
tive at the Preliminary Communications Conference." Dated 
August 26, 1920. Norman Davis private papers.
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The main purposes of the conference were to estab­
lish the principle of equal opportunity in the use of the 
cables, in the uncensored distribution of news throughout 
the world at fair charges and especially in the disposition
pi
of the German c a b l e s . T h i s  conference was not within the 
immediate province of the International Telegraph Union but 
it certainly was in the interest of the United States.
Delegates to the conference included Norman Davis, 
chairman of the delegation, chairman of the conference, and 
acting Secretary of State; Postmaster General Albert S. 
Burleson, wartime administrator of electrical communications 
in the United States; Adm. William S. Benson, chairman of 
the United States Shipping Board; and Walter S. Rogers. 
Technical assistants included W. C. Dennis and Van S. Merle- 
Smith, Department of State; Maj. Gen. G. 0. Squier, War 
Department; Brig. Gen. D. E. Nolan, Military Intelligence; 
Capt. George W. Bickness and Rear Adm. W. H. G. Bullard,
Navy Department; and P. F. Edwards, Department of Commerce.
^ New York Times, October 5, 1920, p. 17.
The same newspaper a year earlier, on November 23, 
1919, sect. Ill, p. 8, pointed out how backward the United 
States was in developing its cables and appreciating their 
importance. The paper said open cables, which the United 
States did not have, would mean this country could get 
uncensored news from the rest of the world, could send 
uncensored news, commercial transactions could be improved 
and national prestige enhanced. Part of the reason for 
American backwardness, said the paper, was because a great 
deal of capital was required and private business was 
hesitant about such an investment where the return was pre­
carious. The implication which the newspaper made was that 
government support might be needed.
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There were seven staff m e m b e r s . ® ^
The delegation had its first "briefing" at the State
Department on August 16. On August 26, a month and a half
before the conference opened, chairman Davis okayed and
initialed a detailed list of responsibilities for each
member of the delegation. The accompanying note suggested
that the delegates
be at once requested to obtain the personnel for 
these committees and start work notifying the Depart­
ment of State of all cases where it is necessary to 
employ persons from outside at a salary, and indi­
cating the amount of salary believed proper, in order 
that the Department of State may give its approval of 
the expenditure.83
Two American telegraph companies, Postal Telegraph
Company and Western Union Telegraph Company, appointed their
own representatives to attend the conference and attend to
their cable interests. They were unhappy about the present
cable situation and worried about its future.®^-
Other private companies met to consider the cable
^Memorandum, "Preliminary Conference opened," 
Undated and unsigned. Norman Davis, private papers.
®®P. L. Boal. Note, "For the Under Secretary," 
okayed and initialed N. H. D. Dated August 27, 1920. N. 
Davis, private papers.
®^New York Times, September 17, 1920, p. 21.
According to the September 1, 1920, New York Times, 
page 22, newspapermen were also worried about the cable 
situation and said this country needs to be "pushing for an 
understanding respecting the freedom of the press."
On September 16, page 17, the same paper explained 
that most of the United States cable dispatches necessarily 
used partly British, French, or Japanese cables and thus, 
unhappily, were subject to censorship and control.
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problems and to present a united front to the United States 
delegation on their suggested solutions. A dozen organiza-
O C
tions met at the "India House" and made several recommenda­
tions. They included (1) specified cable lines should be 
allotted to the United States with sovereign rights to the 
territory and cables should be placed in commission at 
once; (2) an international telegraphic communication union 
should be created comparable to the Universal Postal Union;
(3) there should be an opportunity for free and unrestricted 
competition throughout the world, licenses for landing 
cables should be issued only to operating companies of such 
nations as reciprocate by granting licenses to other nations 
and to such companies as guarantee to all users of their 
system, equality of service, rates, and satisfactory opera­
tion and maintenance; (4) secret rebates should not be 
allowed but special rates should be granted to the press;
(5) the sanctity of messages should be safeguarded; and (6) 
United States facilities should be developed to put cable
®^The organizations were American Asiatic Associa­
tion, American Bankers Association, American Exporters and 
Importers Association, American Manufacturers Export Asso­
ciation, Chamber of Commerce of State of New York, Chamber 
of Commerce of the United States of America, India House, 
Merchants' Association of New York, National Association of 
Credit Men, National Association of Manufacturers, National 
Automobile Chamber of Commerce, and National Foreign Trade 
Council. Davis private papers, "Recommendations of the 
India House Conference," undated, marked "Confidential— Not 
for Publication." The Library of Congress said it could be 
used in this dissertation.
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and wireless under the direct control of its citizens.88
The telegraph companies specified that American com­
panies did not want a new convention which would prolong 
wartime powers over them.8  ^ This contrasted with a letter 
Postmaster General Burleson received from the president of 
Western Union Telegraph Company that was complimentary about 
his administration during the war years.88
Newspapermen also gave their opinions on the cable 
problems prior to the conference. They were more specific 
than the businessmen and also wordier. The press was essen­
tially repetitive of the India House recommendations and 
also reemphasized the necessity for a free flow of news.88
Three days before the conference opened, the New 
York Times commented that the United States had made the
86Ibid.
8^New York Times, December 6, 1920, p. 7. The same 
article pointed out that this country has never signed a 
telegraph convention and should not do so now.
88Newcomb Carlton, Letter to Burleson, dated June 
15, 1920. A. S. Burleson, private papers, Library of Con­
gress. The letter is as follows: "In my judgment, had the
wire systems not been placed under the control of the Govern­
ment, and had you not brought courage and intelligence to 
bear upon their problems, they would have suffered severely 
in integrity and effectiveness.
"I say this now because it cannot be misunderstood, 
for our business is closed, and with your permission I would 
add that I have only happy memories of my associations with 
you and reiterate that my company is the better for your 
administration.
"Faithfully yours (signed), Newcomb Carlton."
88"Memorandum" signed by representatives of three 
newspapers and three news agencies. Dated October 6, 1920.
N. Davis private papers.
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International Postal Union workable and that afforded equal 
opportunity to all. The paper also said this country had 
made the Panama Canal open to any country on terms equal to 
those of the United States and the same could be done about 
cables.99
The Preliminary Conference opened in Washington on
October 8, 1920, and "a spirit of friendly cooperation char-
91acterizes the coming s e s s i o n . I n  his opening speech,
Davis pointed out the satisfaction of his government in 
hosting a preliminary conference for the first comprehensive 
electrical communication conference. He said it was 
especially significant it was the United States Postmaster 
General in 1862 who "began a movement for cooperation between 
the various world governments to obtain uniformity and 
equality of service in postal communication, which resulted 
in a Universal Postal Conference, convening in Paris in 
1866." He also pointed out that proper allocation of the 
German cables would "promote international understanding and
Q O
amity throughout the world.
Davis stated the problem for the United States objec­
tively in eight parts.
1. The United States now is connected with the world
99New York Times, October 5, 1920, p. 17.
91"press release" from Department of State. Dated 
October 8, 1920, N. Davis private papers.
92Ibid.
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system of cables as a part of the general contributing field 
to be reached and exploited, and not primarily as a center. 
This must be changed and this country be made a focal point 
of a world system of electrical communication.
2. This government not owning a communication system 
is at a disadvantage in negotiating with countries that do.
3. Not only are several communication interests 
involved but they are competing and antagonistic: A. T. & T.
Co., Western Union, Postal Commercial, C. & S. A., U. S. and 
Haiti which is an American Co. controlled by a French Co., 
Radio Corporation of America, etc., etc. [all sic].
4. Consider the needs of various American users—  
government, commercial interests, individual, and press:
News is a commodity bought and sold like any 
other article of trade. It is unique, however, in 
that the principal element of cost is found in tele­
graph and cable charges. The city offering the 
lowest rates becomes a news distributing center.
Thus London became and is the news center of the world—  
an advantage keenly recognized by British trade and the 
Foreign Office. From any broad point of view press 
rates should be nominal and great volumes of news should 
flow in all directions. High rates permit news control 
and manipulation.
5. Government ownership vs. private— "There is no 
question that before a really workable world-wide cable 
system can be worked out, the cables will all have to be 
government owned and the profit element eliminated."
6. America1s immediate needs as far as direct cable 
connections are listed specifically.
7. "Some method must be sought for reconciling 
interests of American private communication interests, and
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the larger national interests."
8. Needs of American possessions— United States
news connections with the Philippines as contrasted with the
news services of other countries with their empire posses- 
93sions.
Davis was apparently a methodical person who believed 
in preparing himself for an assignment, especially for pro­
tecting his country's interest in cables.9^ His private 
papers contained a lengthy report by Ernest Power^S that 
were the basis for the stated objectives of Davis as set 
forth above.
Power's report included the following information.
The Berne Bureau has its inadequacies but it "may be regarded 
as a nucleus around which the improvements in cable service 
can be suggested and may ultimately be constructed." He 
greatly stressed the advantages of low cable rates and
^Norman h . Davis, "American problem," Dated Septem­
ber 18, 1920. No indication of when or where this informa­
tion was released. The above information is very much 
abbreviated. Davis private papers.
^ I n  Davis' collection of papers on electrical com­
munication, there were copies of the 1879-80 Yearbook and 
the 1902 Yearbook of the Institute of international Law, the 
1900 Naval War Code of the United States, the Hague Conven­
tion of 1907, and the Laws of Naval Warfare in the Relations 
between Belligerents as determined in Oxford in 1913. All 
have well-thumbed sections devoted to submarine cables. 
Private papers.
95Ernest Power (no other identification), "The Inter­
national Cable Situation." Dated January 15, 1919 (before 
the beginning of the Peace Conference). N. Davis private 
papers.
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direct cable connections, neither of which the United States 
had. Power went on to point out the dual disadvantages of 
the current system of high cable rates for the United States 
press and the routing of the cable messages to the Orient 
either through Japanese or British agencies. The high rates 
charged shut out a sufficient amount of news. In addition, 
the necessary use of British and Japanese lines led to 
censorship with distorted, sensational views being presented 
at terminal points which had a disastrous effect on the 
United States diplomatically. [Face-to-face speech by 
diplomats was handicapped by the telegraph-delivered speeches 
which had been delayed, mangled, and perverted.]
The United Press, an .American company, said Power, 
was especially affected by the British control of nearly all 
the existing cable systems, as "difficulties are put in the 
way of foreign news agencies to use the cables as freely as 
do the British."
The United States is definitely committed to the 
principle that every important country of the world 
should be directly connected with every other impor­
tant country or group of countries by adequate cable 
and wireless facilities to be used to disseminate 
intelligence and to stimulate trade.
The report continues by saying the United States 
does not know how to make cable and it does not seem likely 
that England, whose workers have the expertise, would 
release her workers or share her know-how. He said an 
arrangement for cables should be worked out comparable to 
that used by the postal system.
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It should not be difficult to establish a universal 
system of joint ownership between all government cable 
companies. . . . Only by an international ownership of 
the cables can they be worked to the benefit of the 
public at large, for it has also been shown in too many 
instances that where cable companies, not owned by 
governments, come together on what is called joint purse 
agreements, there inequitable concessions have to be 
made by all companies to the one holding the first 
franchise.
Over most of the civilized world, the telegraph 
systems are public property. . . . We in the United 
States have just taken over temporarily the telegraph 
and cable lines as a war measure. it is sincerely to 
be wished that they be not returned into the hands of 
the private concerns but be operated by the Government 
for the welfare of the public. The recommendations 
along these lines by successive United States Postmasters- 
Generals had been without result owing to the strength 
and influence of these monopolies.
This is not the first time that the United States 
Government has possession of the telegraph system of the 
country. When inventor Morse wanted to establish his 
experimental line he obtained permission to use the post 
office on Seventh Street, Washington, as one terminus, 
and the Mount Clair post office station in Baltimore as 
the other. Between these two postoffices the first 
telegraphic message was sent. For several years after 
its introduction to the postal service in this manner, 
Congress made appropriations for the Department to keep 
up its telegraph lines, and for fully two years during 
the experimental stage there was in fact public owner­
ship of telegraph lines. But Congress finally dropped 
the business as impracticable.
Power concluded by suggesting the United States tele­
graph system could either be kept under the postal system or 
be handled in a separate body. The conclusion of his study 
was of the world cable system. He said cables should be 
internationalized because "an unlimited and uncostly flow of 
international intelligence" is a "fundamental requisite in 
support of a democratic world empire," and will "make
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practicable a league of n a t i o n s . " ^
The five-power telegraph conference had opened with 
a speech by chairman Davis whose priority was to get his 
country a "fair shake" in the cable system of the world. 
Great Britain, who owned or controlled 80 per cent of the 
world cables, sent the biggest delegation. Each of the five
Q7
powers was to have only one vote. Five working subcom­
mittees were drawn up to study: (1) the disposition of the
seized German cables; (2) the technical aspects of the radio 
protocol as drawn up at the Peace Conference the preceding 
year; (3) the formation of a universal communications union; 
(4) international cable and radio laws and cable landing 
rights; and (5) the improvement of communication facilities 
between the five parties that are parties to the con-
QO
ference. Each of the subcommittees had members who repre­
sented their countries as delegates or technical assistants 
and such individuals could and did serve on more than one 
committee.
All four American delegates were members of subcom­
mittee 1 and all attended almost every one of the nine 
meetings held between October 11 and December 13. Subcom­
mittee 1 is discussed below. The subject matter of
^This research project has found comparatively 
little reference to Norman Davis and no reference to Power's 
study and report except in Davis private papers in the 
Library of Congress.
^7New York Times, October 5, 1920, p. 17.
^Davis private papers, "Preliminary Conference of 
1920, " undated.
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Subcommittee 2 pertained to radio and will be discussed in 
the next chapter. No details of the proceedings of the 
other three subcommittees were included in the Davis collec­
tion. There was a notation that the report of Subcommittee 
3 was adopted with a reservation made by the United States. 
Another notation was that a report of Subcommittee 4 was 
read and certain resolutions, not detailed, were passed. 
Subcommittee 5 is not mentioned."
The American delegates in Subcommittee 1 maintained
that
Although the legal experts of the Allied and 
Associated Powers have differed as to the principles 
of international law governing cables in war time, 
and although unfortunately there is as yet no codifi­
cation of these principles to which the world can 
appeal, the principles themselves exist, and that the 
provisions of Article 54 of the Hague Convention of 
1907 governing the laws and customs of war on land, 
which require that 'cables connecting an occupied 
territory with a neutral territory' must be 'restored 
and compensation fixed when peace is made,' while 
admittedly not technically binding as to the cables in 
question, afford significant and eloquent evidence as 
to what these principles really a r e . 100
The conference and Subcommittee 1 continued to meet 
with the conferees agreeing that the German cable problem
should be taken care of quickly but . The "but" was that
the other four powers were adamant to United States demands. 
The technical assistants went home by December 5 while the
" ibid.
"Preliminary Conference of 1920." 
Undated but the entry before it was November 16, 1920, and 
the entry after it was December 11, 1920. N. Davis private 
papers.
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delegates ostensibly tried to settle differences for another 
ten days.-*-01 France insisted it should keep the cut end of 
the cable which had been diverted to Brest. The United 
States said France might not have American landing rights if 
the cable stayed in B r e s t . T h e  United States wanted all 
nations to have the right to land cables on certain strategic 
islands, no matter who was the owner. The American dele­
gation's position was the following. "This country asks 
nothing that is selfish and demands only that it shall not 
have inferior cable facilities to those it enjoyed before 
the war."103
By December 15 the Anerican delegation finally con­
vinced the other four powers it would not accept less than 
prewar standing of its cable rights. A concluding state­
ment about the former German cables was made by the American 
delegation which has been condensed as follows:
The United States must insist upon a restoration 
of the pre-war direct cable service of which it was 
deprived by the actions of Great Britain, France and 
Japan. Indirect or substitute services can not be 
accepted as equivalent to such pre-war services.
Any reasonable plan of either individual or joint 
ownership will be acceptable providing pre-war services 
are restored and providing intermediate administrations 
are not created.
The United States having an undivided property 
interest in these cables, considers that, a change of 
status or continued use of these cables is subject to
December 5, 1920, p. 1, and
December 5, 1920, p. 1
lOlNew York Times, 
December 15, p. 2.
103New York Times,
103Ibid.
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the consent of all the Powers concerned, and such 
use must be for joint account.
The United States must decline to assume any part 
of the costs of cutting or diverting the cables, as 
such acts are justified only upon grounds of military 
necessity and took place without the consent of the 
United States.
The United States regrets the inability of the 
parties to the present Conference thus far to reach an 
agreement in regard to these cables. This the American 
Delegation can not help feeling is due in part to Great 
Britain and France having an understanding regarding 
the cables in the North and South Atlantic, an under­
standing which preceded the entry of the United States 
into the war but which is adhered to in the face of 
the changed conditions effected by that entry and by 
the Treaty of Versailles.
Under the circumstances the American delegation 
must point out, that every day of delay is advantageous 
to the powers now operating the cables and disadvan­
tageous to the United States which remains deprived of 
certain cable services which it enjoyed prior to the war 
and which are pressingly needed. The United States is 
thus also deprived of the material benefits and income 
in the control and operation of its property interest.104
The American delegation has, therefore, necessarily 
urged that the present discussions continue until a 
settlement has been agreed upon and, in default thereof, 
has felt justified in insisting upon an agreement which 
would insure that any further delay would not operate 
to the prejudice of the United States.
Such assurance in definitive form the American 
delegation has been unable to obtain. The conference, 
therefore, adjourns leaving the disposition of the 
German cables unsettled. The United States therefore 
reserves the right to withdraw its consent to the con­
tinued operation of the cables, insisting that without 
its consent, no capital expenditures can be incurred in 
connection with them and no use be made of derelict or 
disconnected c a b l e s . 105
A modus vivendi was arrived at which outlined con­
ditions under which the conference should continue and the
^•®%forman Davis. Typed legal-size paper beginning 
with "The American delegation desires. . . . "  There are 
hand-written corrections and substitution on it. No date, 
but found near the end of the pertinent papers. Private 
papers.
105Ibid.
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way the cables should be operated. It was agreed that when 
the conference reconvened, each nation's ambassador to the 
United States would act as the delegate, instead of the 
original delegates returning.
The agreement was as follows:
On and after Jan. 1, 1921, and pending termination 
of the present status of operation under the protocol 
of May 3, 1919, the various ex-German cables shall be 
operated as at present, but for the financial account 
of the five powers, providing, however, that in 
accounting for such operation the income after deduct­
ing operating expenses shall be apportioned in 
accordance with the final disposition to be made of 
such cables.
It is furthermore agreed that the delegation will 
recommend at once to their respective governments that 
if an agreement is not reached by February 15 next for 
the final division of the cables, the Conference shall 
immediately proceed to arrange an agreement for a new 
modus vivendi, to become operative on or before March 
15, 1921.107
American dissatisfaction continued during the interim. 
A New York Times editor said America threw all her resources 
into the war and the Allies had better remember it. "Europe 
may need American help again," he warned.-*-0® Newcomb 
Carlton, Western Union president, complained that all 
American messages currently [this was 1921 and the war ended 
in 1918] going through England were still being inspected by 
the British Secret Service ten days after they were sent.-*-®^  
Most of the United States transactions with the Continent
106Norman Davis, "Preliminary Conference, 3rd Plenary 
session," Dated December 14, 1920. Private papers.
107Ibid.
~*~Q8New York Times, January 12, 1921, p. 14. 1Q9Ibid,
had to go through England.
At the beginning of the new year, 1921, and before 
the conference officially reconvened, a suggested compromise 
was that all the profits from the cables be put into a 
special fund and allowed to accumulate until there would be 
enough money in it to lay new lines to satisfy the United 
States and Italy. Although France was opposed, the compro­
mise was approved.^^
The conference reopened on February 11, 1921, with 
the same American delegation in attendance. There had been 
a change in the French government and the French represen­
tative was slow in getting instructions. The conference was 
held up for eleven days until those instructions came.^-1-^
A week after the conference finally reopened, France 
and Japan disapproved of the two-month-old modus vivendi 
agreement. "The United States had intimated to the con­
ference that this Government reserves the right to take such 
measures for its national interests as conditions may require 
if an agreement is not reached by March 15." The United 
States wanted the old agreement continued at least and 
strongly disapproved of the dilatory tactics being pursued. 
Part of the delay in reaching an agreement was also due to 
Great Britain. The English said its instructions were held
^ ^ New York Times, December 5, 1920, p. 17.
•^ •^ New York Times, February 5, 1921, p. 18.
^•^New York Times, February 22, 1921, p. 1.
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up because their government was too busy to decide about 
cable disposition when there were other and more important
1 1 o
national issues. J
Almost two weeks after the conference reconvened, 
the French accepted the United States view, as had Italy, on 
continuing the modus vivendi. Great Britain tentatively 
acquiesced but Japan held off pending receipt of instruc­
tions. Work could now be started on the technicalities 
involved in making a comprehensive settlement.
As the March 15 deadline approached, there was a 
series of conferences with individual delegation.ll!^  Qn 
March 12 Japan said it was willing to compromise.11(^  One 
day after the deadline it was announced the modus vivendi 
would continue indefinitely as some of the delegates were 
■waiting to receive instructions from their governments.1-^
A partial settlement seemed to have been reached a few days 
later. England would retain the line on which she had 
diverted the New York end to Canada and the German end to 
England. Italy, France, and Japan would all receive pieces 
of cable elsewhere and the latter agreed to more freedom on
113New York Times, February 17, 1921, P- 4.
11'^ New York Times, February 22, 1921, P- 1.
11^New York Times, March 12, 1921, p. 7.
116Ibid.
11^New York Times, March 16, 1921, p. 8.
a particular Pacific Ocean cable.118
Davis tried to resign the chairmanship but was per­
suaded to take a leave of absence instead. He took a two- 
month European vacation on his l e a v e .  ^ 9
In 1922 Italy announced she was constructing a cable 
from Rome to the Azores to connect with a cable going to New 
York and the first installment of its cost was to be paid 
out of funds accumulated from the operation of the German 
cables since the war. The other installments were to be 
paid by Italy. This action was looked on with favor by the 
United States as it would help her with the Near East.120
In 1924 Davis testified before a subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Interstate Commerce. He said the con­
fiscated German cables were being operated by a "company" 
and indicated that nothing had been turned over to this 
country by the governments holding the former German cables. 
"The indications are now that it will never be accomplished 
so far as the present personnel of the State Department can 
judge of the situation."121
The accomplishments of the United States in the Pre­
liminary Conference may be likened to a spinning of wheels
118New York Times, March 12, 1921, P. 7, and March
19, 1921, p. 5.
119New York Times, March 24, 1921, P. 3, and March
25, 1921, p. 17.
120New York Times, March 4, p. 14.
121Schreiner, Cables, p. 75.
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in sand. The United States was host country to the Prelimi­
nary Conference, the knowledgeable Norman Davis was chairman 
of the well-organized meetings and well-informed delegation, 
and private companies cooperated in the work of the con­
ference as well as in providing much of the entertainment 
for the conferees.
The net result was nothing. The United States cable 
position was not better after the conferences; it was not 
even up to her pre-war standing. American participation was 
extensive in this non-union conference but her influence was 
negligible at the Preliminary Conference of 1920 and 1921.
The 1925 telegraph conference held in Paris from 
September 1 to October 29 was a Union conference and there 
were three American observers present. They were J. Beaver 
White, chairman and electrical engineer; Congressman Wallace
l  p  pH. White Jr.; and Army Maj. Gen. Charles McK. Saltzman. 
Technical advisers were William D. Terrell and H. H. Kelly; 
technicians were Commander Joseph C. Mauborgne, Lt. Commander 
Jules James, and R. H. Redmon.^23
Also present were "all the important American com­
panies . . . such as Radio Corporation of America, American
122 International telegraph conference," American 
Journal of International Law, XIX (October, 1925), 777-78.
123j . s ., National Archives, Department of State, 
Communications file, "1925 Telegraph Conference."
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Telephone and Telegraph Company, Western Union Telegraph 
Company, Mackay Radio Company, Postal Telegraph Company, and 
others."124 some of the representatives of the private com­
panies were Mr. Davidson and Mr. Lindwo from All-American 
and Commercial Companies, and Stanley J. Goddard and L. C. 
Smith from Western Union Telegraph Company.1^5
No United States representative was asked to be on 
any one of the five working committees. The United
States asked that the next conference be held in Washington 
in 1927. However, there was an official decision to hold 
the next conference in Brussels in 1930.1^
The achievements of the United States at this con­
ference, except for the rejected invitation to host the next 
conference, are unknown as no official reports were made nor 
was mention of the conference found in White's private papers.
124Tomiinson, The International Control, p. 66.
l^U. s., Department of State, Documents of the Com­
mittee for the Study of Code Language (Washington: Govern­
ment Printing Office, 1928), p. 3.
126Ibid.
One of the most important committees was the one to 
study the problems of code language before the next telegraph 
conference. This country was not one of fifteen countries 
represented on the committee which was to report on the 
interim study at the next conference. Irwin Stewart, "Inter­
national telegraphy conference of Brussels and problems of 
code language," American Journal of International Law, XXIII 
(April, 1929), 294.
127 Irwin Stewart, "International radiotelegraphy con­
ference of Brussels and problems of code language," American 
Journal of International Law, XXIII (April, 1929), 298, 299.
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An international telegraph conference "more or less" 
opened in the fall of 1927 in Washington where the Radio­
telegraph Conference was being held. There was some dispute 
before it opened about its agenda and as to whether it was a 
legitimate Union conference or not. In September, the French 
ambassador protested some of the agenda being proposed 
because the topics, he said, had been taken care of at the 
Paris conference two years e a r l i e r . -*-28 The United States 
answered by saying Article 64 of the Paris convention pro­
vided for modifications of regulations when it became neces-
1 I Q
sary and the United States deemed it necessary now. ^  The
French government asked the United States to invite
interested countries to send delegates to the Washington
Radio Conference who would also be empowered to consider and
dispose of (or to accept or to reject) the telegraph-related
130Cortina Report. The delegates who came to act upon the
Cortina Report were referred to as Committee 5.^^ Between 
the time the members of Committee 5 were invited and sub­
sequently met in Washington, the United States said the 
consideration of this report was not within the province of
128mew York Times, September 30, 1927, p. 22.
•L29Ibid.
130The Cortina Report on Code Language was the result 
of an interim study committee set up at the Paris conference.
2 Irwin Stewart, "International radiotelegraph con­
ference of Washington," American Journal of international 
Law, XXII (January, 1928), 28-49.
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the Washington Conference. The report was then shelved.
Many countries had long wanted the radio and tele­
graph conventions merged, but the United States still did not
want a joint convention and maneuvered to forestall such
133action at Washington. She was successful when the
decision was made that Committee 5 was not part of the 
radio conference but a distinct, autonomous conference con­
vened in Washington with the consent of the United States 
Government.^3^ Members of Committee 5 then formally noti­
fied all the nations represented in Washington that there 
was soon to be an official Union conference. The committee 
adj ourned.135
The Telegraph Conference opened on October 13 in 
Washington to the complaints of the British and French who 
said this could not be an official Union conference because 
the Paris conference had set the next meeting place as 
Brussels and the date as 1930. Group 5, former Committee 
5, agreed with the protesting countries that whatever 
decisions were reached would not be officially valid because 
the date and place were not in conformity with the stipula­
tions of the last Union conference. Those present determined
s. LeRoy, "The International Radiotelegraph 
Conference," American Bar Association Journal, XIV (Febru­
ary, 1928), 86-90. Also New York Times, October 14, p. 22.
l33Ibid.
•*~3^New York Times, October 12, 1927, p. 25.
l33Stewart, "Conference,"
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three matters. First, code language could not be treated as
part of a radio conference and second, this conference could
not be a Union conference. Third, the date of the next
Union conference could be legally moved because of the
wording in the Paris convention but the place could not be
changed. It was decided the date of the next conference
would be 1928 and the place Brussels.1^6
The United States position was influenced by the
same considerations which precluded their signing previous
telegraph conventions and regulations.
On the one hand, the governments not parties to the 
Paris Regulations did not desire to adopt without 
considerations rules in the formation of which they 
did not participate or of which the operation might 
involve constitutional difficulties. Moreover, they 
did not desire to include by reference, rules which in 
the future might be altered without their consent.I37
One commentator summed up the United States action with "The
United States was successful in composing fsic] its will on the
conference."138
The visible results of this conference were such that
one wonders why the United States delegation bothered to try
to host the meeting. The conferees disbanded because they
decided that whatever decisions might be reached would be
invalid since it was not a Union conference.
The 1928 Union conference was held in Brussels from
September 10 to September 22 and was sometimes referred to
136Ibid. 137Ibid.
138Tom l i n s o n, International Control, p. 66.
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as the Brussels "Cortina Conference."119 It "devoted its 
entire time to the problems of code language."1^0 Repre­
sentatives were there from fifty-two member administrations, 
five non-member administrations, including the United States, 
eighteen communication companies, and the International 
Chamber of Commerce.^1
Observers from the United States included Leiand 
Harrison, chairman, State Department; John Goldhamer, vice- 
president of the Commercial Cable Company and representing 
communication companies; and Charles H. Shedd, representing 
the users of cable facilities. Technical advisers of the 
delegation were Harry F. Coulter, F. L. J. Dumont, Bertram 
Galbraith, William T. Friedman, C. 0. Pancake, E. E. Peter­
son, William R. Vallance, and William M. Webster. Repre­
sentatives from four telegraph companies were there—  
All-America Cable Company, Commercial Cable Company, Radio 
Corporation of America, and Western Union Telegraph Com­
pany. The representative of the international Chamber of
139irwin Stewart, "International telegraph conference 
of Brussels and problems of code language," American Journal 
of International Law, XXIII (April, 1929), 292-306.
•^^Irwin Stewart, "Recent radio legislation,"
American Political Science Review, XXIII (May, 1929),
421-26.
141H. S. LeRoy, "Wrestling with the international 
telegraph code," American Bar Association Journal, XV 
(1929), 445.
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Commerce was an American, Robert E. Olds.^4^
The official language of the conference was French 
as it had always been at preceding conferences. For the 
first time at a telegraph conference, a second language was 
mentioned officially. "It was proposed to permit the use of 
the English language when so desired, in which case an 
interpreter would translate the remarks into French."143 A 
tradition of the Union is worth noting here: action by a
majority is not permitted when there is determined opposi­
tion by a minority.-*-44
The problem of code language had been studied offi­
cially since the 1925 conference when a special fifteen-man
I A C
committee, including one American, had been formed. ^ The 
committee sent out a questionnaire-survey to establish the 
facts regarding the actual working of the existing code 
regulations. •'■46 answers helped the Cortina Committee on
1^2u. s., Department of State, Report of American 
Delegation to the International Telegraph Conference of 
Brussels (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1928,
1929), p. 1.
143Ibid.
144Stewart, "Code language," p. 303.
^43Stewart, "Code language." The first three meet­
ings had been held in October of 1925 in Paris.
^ ^ Report of Delegation, p. 11. The series of ques­
tions was also sent to Americans who had to be as familiar 
with the existing Union code regulations as other users even 
though their country was not a signatory to the telegraph 
convention or regulations. The questionnaire was sent through 
the Union Bureau at Berne.
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Code Language formulate its report which was the reason for 
this conference. The answers from all respondents showed a 
consistent abuse of code language regulations and wide dis­
content with their terms. They also showed that code-makers, 
Chambers of Commerce, manufacturers, and business interests 
wanted to keep the status quo to protect their vested 
interests.
The four United States communication companies
u owanted to maintaxn the status quo. 4,0 The American delega­
tion then said that "since no acceptable solution on the 
basic principles proposed in the majority report . . . had 
been presented, it would be preferable to make no modifica­
tions in the existing regulations."149 It seems the 
communication companies had a decisive voice.
Another committee was formed to study the objections 
and come up with an alternate proposal and a compromise as
l^Stewart, "code language."
On page 11 of the Report of Delegation, approxi­
mately 200 American firms answered the questionnaires. A 
spokesman for the American delegation said, "It is very 
representative of American business, practically every 
industry of any importance having submitted data in reply to 
the questionnaire."
1 A O
They had stated their convervative stand on the 
code problem in a letter sent to the delegation. (LeRoy, 
"Wrestling," p. 445.)
•^^Report of Delegation, p. 7.
According to the September 21, 1928, New York Times, 
page 28, the American stand was supported by England, Canada, 
Australia, India, Brazil, and Nicaragua.
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well. This was done but the united States said "it adhered 
to its original views to maintain the status quo."^^®
United States could not vote'*’^  because it was there as an 
observer and not as a Union member.
Before the conference, C. 0. Pancake of the Guaranty 
Trust Company and adviser at the conference, said the present 
system had operated for twenty-five years and he saw no 
reason to change it.^^ Technical adviser E. E. Peterson 
said, while the conference was in session, that the new code 
rules were "the first progressive step in international 
business codes . . .  since tariffs for code messages were 
established by cable companies."153
One author-commentator noted that at the 1925 and 
1927 telegraph conferences international cable companies 
with a small voting representation produced a deadlock in 
code changes, but in 1928 the same group could not maintain 
the status quo and a compromise was reached. He forecast,
"At Madrid in 1932, the voice of international business [as 
opposed to the cable companies] will be even more insistent 
and influential."^^
•*-50Ibid. t p. io.
-*-^ L^eRoy, "Wrestling," p. 445.
~*~^ N^ew York Times, August 16, 1928, p. 31.
^ ^ New York Times, September 12, 1928, p. 45. The 
same newspaper estimated that code regulations affect 5,000 
banks, financial houses and businesses.
•*"^LeRoy, "Wrestling," p. 445.
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The Cortina Conference accomplished a change in the 
code regulations. The United States participated in a 
preliminary survey done on code users. She approved of the 
English language being used officially as a second language, 
the first time at a telegraph conference.
The United States delegation did not want the 
Cortina report on code changes accepted but wanted the 
status quo maintained. The four American communication 
companies wanted the status quo and the delegation generally 
represented the industry interests. A prior survey of 
American businesses or users had showed they wanted changes 
in the codes. Even though the United States had no vote at 
the conference, her voice was strong enough to help achieve 
a compromise. The conference did not accept the Cortina 
Report, but it did admit some code changes.
Summary of Chapter
The nineteenth century telegraph conferences with 
American participation included one in Rome in 1871, in St. 
Petersburg in 1875, and three in Paris in the 1880s. Cyrus 
P. Field was the American in Rome and Eugene O. Schuyler was 
in Russia representing the United States. The St. Petersburg 
convention was the basic document for succeeding telegraph 
conferences of the International Telegraph Union. It also 
influenced succeeding radio conventions.
The 1880s conferences were dedicated to submarine
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cables. Although the Americans had first proposed the 
conferences in 1869, they were not active participants in 
Paris. American effectiveness at the nineteenth century 
telegraph conferences was limited by the fact that the tele­
graph systems were owned, operated, and controlled by 
private industry, not by the United States government.
The twentieth century telegraph conferences numbered 
four connected with the International Telegraph Union and 
three that were not. The former were held in London in 1903, 
Lisbon in 1908, Paris in 1925, and Brussels in 1928. There 
was an increasing amount of American participation and influ­
ence although the United States depended on Great Britain 
for her vocal representations. Naturally, that country put 
her national and commercial interests before those of 
another nation.
The United States had observers at the conferences 
who could not vote because this country was not eligible to 
be a member of the Union and consequently never signed the 
telegraph conventions. Observers were Gen. A. W. Greely in 
1903; Charles P. Bryan and Roland R. Dennis in 1908; J.
Beaver White, Wallace H. White Jr., and Gen. Charles McK. 
Saltzman in 1925; and Leland Harrison, John Goldhamer, and 
Charles H. Shedd in 1928.
The three non-union conferences were held immedi­
ately after World War I in Paris and in Washington in 1919 
and 1920, and in Washington in 1927. The Paris conference 
was actually a series of small meetings attended by the
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Allies. The discussions were initiated mainly by Americans 
who wanted and needed Allied cooperation in solving war- 
caused American cable problems. The Allies issued a Radio 
Protocol which called for a worldwide electric communica­
tions conference. The 1920 Washington Conference, called 
the Preliminary Conference (preliminary to the worldwide 
electric communications conference), was held for the same 
reason by the same Allies with the same initiators and the 
same countries represented. American participation was 
extensive in both immediate post-war discussion-conferences, 
but American influence was not effective and the cable 
problems remained largely unsolved.
Noteworthy Americans in Paris were President Woodrow 
Wilson, Norman Davis, and Robert Lansing; and at the 
Preliminary Washington conference were Norman Davis, Albert
S. Burleson, Adm. William S. Benson, and Walter S. Rogers.
The 1927 conference was not formally convened because 
it had not been called in conformity with Union requirements. 
Those present disbanded and no particular American name is 
connected with the meeting. The United States succeeded in 
preventing a telegraph convention becoming part of a radio 
convention although she had invited the members of the Union 
to meet as part of the Radiotelegraph Conference being held 
at that time in 1927 in Washington.
The United States was successful at a 1928 Union 
conference in preventing the acceptance of the Cortina 
Report on Code Language. Although the status quo, which the
United States wanted, was not accepted, neither were the 
proposed code changes of the Cortina Report, and a compro 
mise was reached.
Chapter 3
RADIO CONFERENCES 
Preliminary Conference, 1903
The first international wireless conference was held 
from August 4 to August 14, 1903, in Berlin. It was later 
referred to as the preliminary or planning conference for 
the international consultation held three years later.
"While wireless telegraphy [radio] was . . . considered to 
be an extension of ordinary telegraphy, it [seemed] advisable 
to have regulations thereon formulated by succeeding conven­
tions."^ It seemed "advisable" because "ordinary telegraphy" 
facilities and regulations were not applicable specifically 
to the new wireless communication possible between ships at 
sea and between ship and shore stations. Regulations were 
needed for humanitarian reasons to enhance safety or' life at 
sea because the different manufacturing systems could not or
would not transmit or accept messages from any but their 
2own.
Adolphus W. Greely, Reminiscences of Adventure and 
Service (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1927), p. 161.
2This practice was dramatically illustrated by four 
instances in 1902 which were the precipitating incident
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United States Delegates were Brigadier General A. W.
leading to the calling of the 1903 conference. The first 
occurred when the Prussian Prince Henry arrived within 100 
miles of the American coast. He tried to send a message to 
President Theodore Roosevelt announcing his impending 
arrival. The announcement was not made because an outward- 
bound Cunarder was carrying on a continuous conversation with 
the shore and refused to get off the air. The visitor was 
not able to send his message until his vessel was in the New 
York harbor. Later, at the conclusion of the state visit 
and as the German ship left the United States coastal area, 
the Prussian ruler tried unsuccessfully to send a farewell 
message to the President. (F. C. deWolf, "International 
control of radio communication," Department of State Bulle­
tin, XII, January 28, 1945, p. 134.)
According to a lecture given by S. C. Hoope:' at the 
Naval War College in Newport, Rhode Island, on April 23 and 
24, 1936, the German ship and its noted passenger had more 
radio problems after crossing the Atlantic Ocean. As the 
ship neared the English coast, the prince tried again to 
thank Roosevelt for his recent hospitality. The ship's 
wireless equipment was made by the German manufacturer, 
Telefunken, and was not powerful enough to communicate with 
radio stations across the ocean. The prince asked a nearby 
English station to receive the message and re-transmit it to 
the United States by cable at the expense of the Ge.rmans.
The shore station had Marconi apparatus and the Eng Lish 
station first accepted the message. When it realized the 
German ship did not have Marconi equipment, as some of the 
German ships had, the station reneged. A copy of the lecture 
was in Hooper's private papers. (The same information was 
in an article by John Waterbury, "The international prelimi­
nary conference to formulate regulations governing teleg­
raphy, " North American Review, CDXXVII (November, 1903), pp. 
663, 664.)
The fourth instance on the same trip, accor ling to 
the earlier-mentioned article by deWolf, was when the 
traveler tried to send a message to his brother, the German 
emperor, of his impending arrival. The brother had planned 
an elaborate reception, some of the final preparations for 
which were to begin when the ruler got a pre-arranged radio 
message. That message did not get through either; this time 
because of the deliberate interference from the powerful 
Marconi station across the English Channel. The reception 
fizzled because the liner was practically in the harbor 
before those responsible for the reception got the message 
that the prince was imminently due and then there was no 
time to complete the elaborate plans.
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Greely, chairman; Navy Commander F. M. Barber; and John I. 
Waterbury, New York City banker, director of Western Union 
Telegraph Company, and representing the Department of Com­
merce and Labor. They were "accredited by the Secretary of 
State.1,4
A main reason for the conference "was that while 
radio was highly valuable to all maritime nations, certain 
of them had made greater progress than others and appeared 
to be none too willing to share with others the re si. Its of
JGreely was well-known as an Arctic explorei , author, 
and as a participant in many community organizations in New 
York City and Washington, D. C. He became the head of the 
Army Signal Corps after building it up from almost nothing 
in the Spanish-American War.
In his memoirs about the Spanish-American War, as 
found on page 196 of his Reminiscences, Greely commented:
For the first time, electricity was a controlling 
factor in warfare. It ensured the success of the 
Santiago campaign, which had been imperilled by the 
failure of the Army to recognize the military value of 
recent invention [wireless]. The lessons taught by 
unpreparedness in late wars will, it is believed, safe­
guard the plans for national defense. . . . The wireless 
presents novel and difficult problems.
In bis annual report to the Secretary of the Army, 
Chief Signal Officer Greely said:
The policy pursued in the past by the Chief Signal 
Office in experimental work along lines of prospective 
value to the Army . . . has progressed as far as 
existing conditions have permitted. Col. James Allen 
has devoted much attention to the system of wireless- 
telegraph with a view to adopting a suitable system when­
ever the progress of invention and the condition of 
military service shall warrant such progress. (Maj. Gen.
G. S. Gibbs, "Radio in Military Communication," in Radio 
and its Future, ed. by Martin Codel, p. 159.)
4A. W. Greely, Letter to John Hay, Secretary of State, 
dated August 14, 1903. Greely's private papers, 1903, 
Correspondence Container, Library of Congress. This was the 
Report of the Delegation.
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their e f f o r t s . D e l e g a t e  Waterbury was more direct. He 
said the first item on the agenda "was to cover the point as 
to whether any country should be allowed to act as the 
Marconi Company had acted.® Broadly speaking, the first was 
the only real question, the others being entirely subordi­
nated.
A similar statement was
The chief reason for the earliest internation regu­
lations was . . . the refusal of some radio companies 
to permit stations employing their apparatus to receive 
messages from stations employing competing systems. For 
instance, Marconi instruments were installed upon the 
condition that they should not be used to communicate 
with stations equipped with instruments of other manu­
facture. Even messages relating to obstructions to 
navigation were refused because of the wireless system 
employed by the stations sending the messages.8
The Marconi Company sent a detailed letter J:o dele­
gation chairman Greely before the conference explaining its
^Manton Davis, "International radiotelegraph conven­
tion and traffic arrangements," Air Law Review, I (July,
1930), 349.
^Waterbury was specifically referring to the tribu­
lations of a Prussian prince the previous year who, while 
aboard a German ship equipped with Slaby-Arco or Telefunken 
equipment, asked a Marconi-equipped shore station to trans­
mit a message. The Marconi operator not only refused to 
transmit the message, the company later jammed the air waves 
so the German ship could not communicate with its own shore 
station. More details and the source are in Footnote 2.
'John I. Waterbury, "The international preliminary 
conference to formulate regulations governing telegraphy," 
North American Review, CDXXVII (November, 1903), 655.
®lrwin Stewart, "The international regulations of 
radio in time of peace," in Radio, ed. by Irwin Stewart 
(Philadelphia: The American Academy of Political and Social
Science, 1929), p. 79.
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position. It began, "We have the honour to send you here­
with a few considerations on the proposals which we under­
stand are to be discussed at the Wireless Telegraph 
Conference in Berlin." Following are a few excerpts from 
the "General Considerations," the first division of the 
seven-page letter:
We support generally that the art of wireless teleg­
raphy has not yet reached such a stage of development as 
to be ripe for the imposition of special rules and 
regulations for its working, applicable to all systems; 
and the public advantage will be better served by 
allowing the various persons and companies dealing with 
this new invention and industry to bring it, by the 
process of natural competition, to such a state of 
general efficiency as to render International fsic] 
intervention advantageous.
We submit that if rules and regulations are now laid 
down, with which the majority of persons working wireless 
telegraph systems can comply, the utility of the most 
advanced system will be enormously reduced.
In order that navigation may derive the fullest 
advantage from wireless telegraphy apparatus, particu­
larly from the point of view of safety, it is essential 
that every ship so equipped should be able to communi­
cate with as many ships at sea, and as many shore 
stations, as possible. To render this practicable all 
ships and shore stations intended to communicate with 
each other must carry apparatus suitably adjusted for 
such inter-communication. If each ship carries a dif­
ferently tuned set of apparatus it cannot communicate 
with any other ship, and it is impracticable to put on 
every ship as many differently tuned sets as there are 
ships with which to communicate.
Our Company does not sell apparatus for unrestricted 
use by the Shipping Companies, it installs the apparatus 
on ships and works it by operators in its employ and pay, 
and these operators are all subject to the rules and 
regulations of the Company. Other firms working wire­
less telegraphy are, however, trying to sell the 
apparatus to shipping companies. If by an International 
Law it became necessary to accept messages from all
H. Cuthbert Jr. Letter dated July 31, 1903, and 
addressed to "The united States Delegate." Cuthbert signed 
himself as managing director of Marconi's Wireless Telegraph 
Co., ltd. Greely's private papers, correspondence c ontainer.
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those ships at shore stations and on ships at sea, it 
would be impracticable to prevent the badly worked and 
badly controlled Shipping Companies from upsetting the 
work of the well-organised installations.
If the Companies working wireless telegraph apparatus 
are left to perfect the apparatus and their organisa­
tions in natural competition, the Shipping Companies 
will be able to select for themselves the Company which 
offers the best organisation.
The Marconi Company and its subsidiary companies 
have organized a system of shore stations throughout the 
world for communication with ships at sea equipped with 
Marconi apparatus. . . . Our Company and its subsidiary 
companies now control over 300 stations for ship and 
shore telegraphy.
Cuthbert explained that his company "might be ruined 
if we were compelled to adjust our apparatus for inter­
communication with other systems," that such treatment might 
be ruinous to the commerce now carried on over its Lines, 
and that "our hands would be tied when we desired to intro­
duce valuable improvements and modifications." He asked why 
his company should put its organization with the great 
"number of points available for communication . . .  at the 
disposal of anyone who equips a vessel with wireless-tele- 
graph apparatus and complies with no rules and regulations 
for its working," unless there were "very substantial compen­
sation. "
The other division of the communique from the Marconi 
Company was brief and titled, "Detailed Consideration" rsic]. 
This section matched the numbers of the draft proposal with 
suggested proposed revisions by the Marconi Company. It 
pointed out that because different systems used different 
wave-lengths, the problem of inter-communication between 
systems was compounded.
83
Waterbury, cognizant of the problems in the field, 
said there were three questions to be answered if wireless- 
telegraphy was to be practical. They were how to prevent 
interference, how to obtain range, and how to maintain 
secrecy. At least the first two were directly related to 
different wavelengths,mentioned in the letter from the 
Marconi Company.
The conference opened with forty-four persons 
present from nine different countries at the invitation of 
the German government. The official language was French; and 
the delegations, with the exception of the host country, were 
seated according to alphabetical order under the French 
designation of their respective countries.^  Eight of the 
nations were European, and that fact showed the problem to be 
mainly regional. The inclusion of the United States empha­
sized how important ship traffic and ship communication were 
between Europe and this country.. "The delegation of the 
United States received during the entire conference especial 
courtesy and consideration, in recognition of the standing
^®Waterbury, "International conference," p. 657.
This director of Western Union Telegraph Company speculated 
on page 655: "There may be other waves than Hertzian," and
"We may be compelled at no distant time to consider aerial 
navigation." Waterbury obviously kept informed about what 
was going on experimentally as Orville Wright did not fly 
until December 17, 1903, and Waterbury's comments were pub­
lished in November of 1903.
^Etats-Unis is French for United States so the 
delegates from this country were seated under "E" and signed 
the convention in alphabetical order, under "E."
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of the United States among the nations of the world.1,12
The Americans had "no instruction, either general or
otherwise." This situation was quite different from that of
any of the other delegations since "evidently their delegates
acted under governmental instruction more or less specific."
The delegation from this country
. . . relied on its general knowledge and understanding 
of the decisions of the Supreme Court, and of the 
opinions of the legal officers of the government. It 
also considered that the incomplete condition of wire­
less telegraphy demanded, for its proper development 
and utilisation, free competition between the various 
systems, and the full interchange of messages was in 
the interest of the general public. 2
Waterbury added:
The United States delegates held, first, that the 
United States Government had paramount authority over 
any Wireless-Telegraphy associations doing business 
either between the States of the Union or with foreign 
countries; and second, that any such organizations come 
under the common carrier law, which, by decision of the 
Supreme Court, compelled any-One coming under that law 
to receive and transmit messages from any suitably 
equipped vessel or station. ^
The United States submitted a draft of proposals con­
sisting of five articles with the first one having three 
15parts. The final draft of proposals approved by the con­
ference was called the "Protocol." The American Article I-a, 
concerned with the exchange of messages between vessels at
12Report of Delegation, p. 1. 13lbid., p. 2.
•'■Waterbury, "International conference," p. 665. He 
also mentioned that "All of the European nations have a 
government monopoly of all means of communication by 
electricity."
■^A. w. Greely, Undated "Draft of proposals," 1903 
correspondence folder. Private papers.
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sea "without distinction of system," was almost identical 
with Protocol Article I. American Article i-b did not 
appear in Protocol. American Article I-c had to do with 
rates in a general way and Protocol included it. Protocol 
also contained specific rate-setting regulations and the 
American "delegation informed the conference that it was not 
in the province of the United States to fix any tariff.
Delegate Waterbury commented that he felt business alone 
would ultimately regulate the rates, so that subject was too
minor to discuss.-^
Part of American Article II was included in the 
Protocol, and the final draft had the provision that each 
country enforce the above regulations in its own country. 
American Article III provided that an international conven­
tion should establish rules regulating maritime radio; it 
was included in Protocol. American Article IV was not 
mentioned in Protocol; but American Article V, about con­
ference membership, was incorporated in Protocol. in 
addition, Protocol extended the provisions of the St. Peters­
burg convention to wireless, established preference for 
distress signals, and said all wireless stations should be 
used in such a manner as to interfere as little as possible 
with other stations.-^®
l^Report of Delegation, p. 2.
1^Waterbury, "International conference," p. 666.
*-®U. S. Department of Navy, Annual Report for 1903 on 
First Preliminary Conference at Berlin (Washington: Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1903), Miscellaneous reports, pp. 374-75.
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Article VI of Protocol "as originally drawn was 
obligatory, but at the request of the delegation of the 
United States was modified so as to be permissive." This 
article had to do with enforcing provisions of the regula­
tions. ^
The three American delegates were influential dis­
cussants in the conference and in its final document, the 
Protocol. All but two countries, England and Italy, agreed 
to submit the Protocol, or "draft convention," to their 
respective governments for a p p r o v a l .
The preliminary conference resolved perhaps the most
important question when the majority of the delegations
approved the Protocol. The question was that raised by 
Waterbury earlier when he asked if the Marconi Company should 
be allowed to act only for its own commercial interests. The 
conference action showed that private interests should not 
be allowed to stand in the way "of one of the most beneficial 
of the recent practical applications of s c i e n c e . A
question the conference did not resolve was that of "free"
interchanges of wireless messages, although there was
19Report of Delegation, p. 2.
C. Hooper. Lecture at Naval War College, New­
port, R. I., April 23, 1936. Copy of lecture in his private 
papers. Hooper asserted, "The draft convention . . . failed 
to become effective, due principally to the opposition of the 
Marconi company."
2^ -m . Solomon, "The Berlin conference on wireless- 
telegraphy," Nature, LXVIII (1903), 437.
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ac7reeinent that distress signals should be given priority.
The conference demonstrated two important aspects of 
radio— its international character and its need for regula­
tions to be practical for maritime safety. Waterbury 
commented on what he thought the preliminary conference 
examination of wireless-telegraphy showed. He said it 
pointed to the need for delegates "to a subsequent congress" 
to be "fully instructed and endowed with sufficient author­
ity to go more deeply into the question in all its rela­
tions. "23 Greely thought delegates should be given more 
instructions about United States policy. He said the 
American delegation was "impressed by the evident desire of 
the other nations for the participation of the United States 
in the next Conference.
Conference Summary
The American delegates, A. W. Greely, F. M. Barber, 
and J. I. Waterbury, were unique; in that they were the only 
non-European representatives and their government did not 
own or control its electrical communication systems. The
^Navy Report of 1903.
The British used CQ as a distress call on their rail­
roads so suggested that CQD by used for the new wireless 
systems. The Germans wanted SOE, and so no decision was 
reached on what should be the universal distress signal. 
(Gleason L. Archer, Big Business and Radio (New York:
American Book-Stratford Press, 1930), p. 64.)
^^Waterbury, "international conference," p. 666.
^^Report of Delegation, p. 39.
88
Marconi Company proposals, as contained in the letter to Gen. 
Greely, were not included en toto in the draft convention or 
Protocol because of United States influence. The draft 
convention was greatly shaped by the American draft of pro­
posals. United States participation and influence was 
extensive in this conference.
Interim, 1903-1906
Another international wireless conference was called 
in 1906, but some prior related international and domestic 
happenings influenced this country's delegates.
There was increasing friction between the Marconi 
Company on one side and the United States and Germany on the 
other. "Little has come of the recommendations [of the 1903 
conference]. . . . The Marconi Company has continued to set
p C
up stations and to refuse the messages of rival systems.
The Marconi Company had its apparatus in the United States 
lightship, Nantucket, off the united States coast. Marconi 
operators of the wireless equipment on the ship consistently 
refused to accept messages from the German-equipped ships 
coming into harbor. The German government understandably 
complained, "This proceeding of the Marconi Company works 
most serious injury to the interests of general intercourse 
as well as to the interests of the German shipping and com­
merce." When the United States told the Marconi Company to
^ New York Times, October 1, 1906, p. 3.
accept messages from other companies (Marconi was using an 
American lightship which was stationed just off the United 
States coast), the wireless company refused. This govern­
ment' s response was to tell that company to take its instru­
ments out of the lightship and leave. That incident plus 
"some incidents in American naval experience, supports the 
belief . . . that the United States in the coming conference 
will take up positions similar to those of Germany.
Between the preliminary and the first conferences, 
the United States was active on both international and 
domestic fronts in matters having a relationship to wireless. 
The peace treaty of the Russo-Japanese War was signe;d in New 
Hampshire in 1905 as a result of President Theodore Roose­
velt's efforts. The use of wireless during that war showed 
the potential of wireless to the world at large.^
On the domestic level the United States government 
created a five-man interdepartmental board. Board members 
were Adm. Manney, Gen. Greely, Rear Adm. R. D. Evans, Com.
OQ
J. L. Jayne, and Prof. Willis L. Moore. The board was to 
provide the delegates to the next conference "such
26Ibid.
^Editorial, New York Times, September 10, 1906, p.
6. The editorial writer commented that the government ought 
not hamper wireless enterprise with too many restrictions, 
especially now in peace-time.
O Q
U. S., Congress, Senate, Wireless Telegraph Con­
vention Hearings, Documents of a Public Nature (1906-1907), 
Sen. Documents XXXII, S. doc #452, 60th Cong., 1st Sess., 
1908, p. 16.
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propositions as may be deemed necessary to formulate for its
o q
consideration in behalf of the United States."
In June, 1904, on call of President T. Roosevelt, 
the board met to consider the entire question of wireless- 
telegraph and the control of such systems as they were 
operated by government bureaus. Members of this board 
included Paul Morton, Secretary of the Navy, who said, "In 
view of its uses in the national defense, wireless teleg­
raphy should remain under public control; but this power 
should be so exercised as not to interfere more than is 
necessary with private interests."^®
The board proposed certain regulations for the 
management of government-related stations. It also recom­
mended legislation designed to (1) prevent interference, (2) 
avoid control "of the art" by monopolies, and (3) place the 
government in a position to deal with the international 
aspects of the subject. The report was approved by the 
President and the subject of wireless was then considered 
additionally by the Navy Department and the Department of
29Report of Delegation, p. 3.
S., Department of the Navy, Annual Report of the 
Secretary of the Navy to the President (Washington: Govern­
ment Printing Office, 1904), Miscellaneous reports, p. 18.
It is not known why the discrepancy in the names 
of the members of the board. There may have been a "core" 
board to consider the overall policy and an extended board 
to consider special interests such as the Navy's wireless 
system.
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91Commerce and Labor.
Still on the domestic front, a draft of a proposed 
Congressional act for the regulation of wireless was included 
in a memorandum written by board member Adm. Manney. The 
draft was sent by the Secretary of the Navy in January of 
1905 to the Department of Commerce and Labor. The latter 
referred it to an interdepartmental committee which was 
already considering the recommendations of the afore­
mentioned interdepartmental board. At the committee meetings 
there were representatives of various government agencies 
and of at least three wireless companies: Marconi Wireless
Telegraph Company of America, DeForest Radio Telephone and 
Telegraph Company, and the Fessenden System. Each of the 
company representatives was asked to express his view in 
respect to the proposed legislation. The committee as a 
whole with the help of board members Manney and Jayne made 
suggestions to the board.32
The accomplishments during this interim were noted 
in the government creating an interdepartmental board and an 
interdepartmental committee. The two groups seemed comple­
mentary and were instrumental in helping formulate policy
31u. S., Congress, Senate, Senate Hearings, 1908,
p. 16.
The use of the word "art" in relation to wireless 
may seem strange several decades after these early confer­
ences but it was widely used at the time. Equipment was 
primitive, there was no broadcasting, no mass use of the 
medium, and relatively no commercial value of the being- 
developed systems in the early 1900's.
32Ibid., p. 17.
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for the delegates to the next conference and in regulating 
domestic radio concerns.
First Radiotelegraph Conference, 1906
All the maritime countries of the world were invited 
to the first international wireless-telegraph conference 
which opened in Berlin in October, 1906, after several post­
ponements. Twenty-seven governments, including the United 
States, sent representatives.33
United States delegates were Charlemagne Tower, 
ambassador to Germany, former ambassador to Russia, chairman 
of delegation; James Allen, Army officer and friend of 
Greely; Adm. Manney, interdepartmental board member; and
John I. Waterbury, banker and delegate to the 1903 confer- 
34ence.
33y. S., Department of Commerce, Annual Report by 
Chief of Radio Division to Secretary of Commerce for year 
ending June 30, 1927 (Washington: Government Printing Office,
1927), pp. 7-11.
Elizabeth A. Cook in her Master's thesis, "Inter­
national Control of Radio," said thirty governments were 
represented. From Semaphore to Satellite, the International 
Telecommunication Union's own history, said twenty-nine 
governments had representatives there.
^U. S., Department of State, Convention between the 
United States and other Powers, wireless-telegraphy (Washing­
ton: Government Printing Office, 1912), Treaty Series,
#568, pp. 1-58.
The delegates received telegrams on June 22, 1906, 
from the acting Secretary of State advising them of their 
nomination as delegates. The formal invitation to the con­
ference went through diplomatic channels and that was 
extended to the Secretary of State on June 28 by the German 
ambassador. Copies of letters sent to the delegates 
advising them of their status were in Foreign Relations of 
the United States, 1906, II, pp. 1514, 1515.
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The primary object of the conference was to facili­
tate maritime intercommunication by "obligatory intercom-
35munication between stations using different equipment."
The attitude of the United States, "as declared at the out­
set, was distinctly in support of unrestricted interchange 
of communication between all stations, without regard to the 
system of radio-telegraphy used by either, and this principle 
was maintained by it throughout the d e b a t e s . " ^  For 
practical consideration during the course of the conference, 
that objective was broken into two parts: (1) unrestricted
intercommunication between ship and shore, and (2) unre­
stricted intercommunication between ship and ship.
The Department of State gave explicit instructions 
to the American delegates.
As the scope of the conference is largely technical 
and practical, this department believes it best not to 
restrict the discretion of the delegation by detailed 
instructions, but to leave them free to deal with the 
various phases of the subject as they arise in the 
course of the conference. It is to be understood, how­
ever, that you have no plenary powers and that such 
action as you may take will be ad referendum. . . . 
[Ambassador Tower] will place the facilities of the 
embassy at your disposal, and should you have occasion 
during the progress of the conference to consult the 
department, the cipher code of the embassy may be 
availed of.37
~^*From Semaphore, p. 146.
S., Department of State, Report of American 
Delegation. Foreign Relations of the United States, 1906,
II (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1909), p. 1516.
07
Ibid., p. 1513. The instructions were in the tele­
gram each delegate received on June 22, 1906, advising each 
of his nomination.
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The German government included some instructions 
with its invitation. The Germans asked that the delegates 
"be furnished with full powers to conclude the agreement."
In addition, the host country explained, "The conference is 
not considered as a diplomatic but a technical one, in 
accordance with the character of the objective of its 
labors."38
After the conference opened, the American delegation 
telegraphed Secretary of State Elihu Root, presumably in 
"the cipher code of the embassy." The telegram read,
All delegations from other countries attend as 
plenipotentiaries, their final action being subject 
to ratification by their respective governments.
Under circumstances we do not feel qualified to take 
part and vote without additional instructions 
empowering us to act in our discretion and to sign 
subject to ratification by the United States Govern­
ment . 3 9
The first objective of the conference was covered by 
Article 3 of the proposed text of the convention. It stated, 
"Coastal stations and stations aboard ship shall be obliged 
to interchange telegrams with each other without distinction 
as to the system of radio telegraphy adopted by these
38Ibid.
39R. S. Abbey, "International regulation of non- 
deliberate interference in radio communication: United
States view" (unpublished Master's thesis, Georgetown 
University, 1950), p. 46. The same source said that later 
telegrams between Ambassador Tower and Secretary Root 
revealed that "subsequent requests for guidance received 
curt responses offering no policy direction." Abbey's 
conclusion was that "the delegation formed the entire policy 
of the United States at the Berlin Conference of 1906 on its 
own initiative."
stations."^® Great Britain and Italy strongly objected to 
the article. The United States delegation said "it was 
evident" that the two countries had "Marconi contracts." The 
contracts were agreements between a nation and the Marconi 
Company concerning the State having exclusive use of that 
wireless system and also prohibiting any interchange of 
messages with stations having other equipment. It was to 
Great Britain's advantage to help the Marconi Company keep 
its present strategic lead since this helped British com­
merce when using the wireless resource and also helped 
protect their cable monopoly to some degree. Britain asked 
for and got a postponement of a vote on Article 3 until 
after some of the other articles of the conference and the 
service regulations had been discussed and adopted. The 
United States agreed to the postponement at first.
After a time, the American delegation "became 
solicitous lest amendments might be introduced of such 
character that they would weaken the provisions of Article 3, 
and destroy its validity before it could be debated in the 
conference. "41
The four delegates then made a formal declaration 
stating their views on the technical aspects of Article 3 
and refuting the arguments of Great Britain. Britain's 
answer was, "the different systems of radio-telegraphy are 
not able to communicate effectively one with the other."
^Foreign Relations of 1906, p. 1516. ^ i b i d .
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The rebuttal consisted of the explanation that the United 
States government had carried on experiments in every kind 
of climate, and "the different systems of radio-telegraphy 
can be effectively used simultaneously one with the other.
In fact, a combination made by selecting among the elements 
of different systems . . . has produced better results than 
those which any one system has been able to give by 
itself.1,42
There was more debate. The net result was that 
Article 3 was adopted without alteration and with but few 
exceptions. One of the exceptions was Great Britain. She 
could not sign because of her previous commitment to the 
Marconi Company. "The British correspondent of The Daily 
Mail says the British delegation . . . find themselves
isolated, or almost so. . . . The American delegation . . . 
have now definitely decided to range themselves . . . for 
internationalism.1,42 The principle of intercommunication 
between ship and shore was established "largely through the 
determination of the delegation of the United States."44
42Ibid., p. 1517. The delegates further explained 
that the Navy had been using eight different systems in its 
coastal stations and ship stations for three years and was
"entirely satisfied with the results obtained. . . .  We 
have been able to operate without interruption telegraph 
stations in the immediate vicinity of others having a dif­
ferent system of radio-telegraph, while stations close to 
each other, although equipped with the same system of 
installation, have not succeeded in securing freedom from 
disturbance."
42New York Times, October 10, 1906, p. 1.
44Foreiqn Relations of 1906, p. 1518.
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The second part of the main objective, unrestricted 
intercommunication between ship and ship, was deemed just as 
important by the American delegation, but they stood 
"absolutely alone." The British delegation formally 
declared they "would fight us tooth and nail."4  ^ The Ameri­
cans said they would prefer to be defeated rather than con­
cede the point. "As the discussion went on, delegates of 
the United States began to win ground; and ultimately several 
countries began to show indications of sympathy" to the 
humanitarian stand of the Americans.
The British finally conceded there might be an 
obligation to interchange messages if they related to the 
saving of life and property at sea. "The English delegates 
. . . are dissatisfied with the ironclad instruction given 
to them by the British Admiralty and feel that it is not to 
the interest of their country to promote the progress of 
only one wireless concern."4^
45Ibid. 46xbid.
4^New York Times, October 10, 1906, p. 1.
An Englishman, Charles Bright, who was not further 
identified, probably agreed with the American newspaper.
After the conference was closed, he wrote a lengthy criticism 
of Marconi, the Marconi Company, its relationship to Great 
Britain, and the British Admiralty. He commented on the 
"number of anonymous letters, prominently placed in large, 
bold type, in various important newspapers, to the exclusion 
of other contributions by certain recognised experts. These 
letters have been signed variously, 'Imperialist,' 'Briton,' 
'Citizen,' and by similar attractive titles."
He said "the Press seems to consider the opinions of 
politicians of more interest and importance than those of 
electricians." He also said that the general public thinks 
it is "exclusively indebted to Mr. Marconi for all our
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The German delegation was willing to consider the 
British position and made two suggestions about the American 
proposal of unrestricted intercommunication between ship and 
ship. One was to amend it to include only messages related 
to navigation problems, and the other was to substitute the 
restriction of obligatory communication to messages concern­
ing navigation which were to be sent free of charge. "The 
American delegation declined to accept any modifications or
wireless telegraphy." The caustic Bright outlined the his­
tory and the contributions of other inventors and concluded 
"Signor Marconi is not the inventor, but the skilled 
exploiter, of telegraphy without wires."
What was needed in 1906 and what should have been 
done years before, said Bright, was "an inquiry into the 
relative merits of the various systems under a number of 
given common conditions for meeting different requirements.
No such trial has ever been accorded— not even on inventions 
emanating from the United Kingdom. . . .  To grant any one a 
monopoly without so much as a trial to others is not only to 
foster inefficiency, but also to encourage high charges . . . 
[and it is] stifling of invention."
This English author said the Marconi contracts
include "a stringent rule that none of these [the seventy
land stations around the English coast] is to respond to
communications with rival apparatus. Similarly, ships 
possessing a Marconi installation must not communicate with 
wireless stations other than those belonging to the Marconi 
Company. An infringement of this regulation means instant 
dismissal for the employees concerned."
The pragmatic Bright concluded that the recent con­
vention neither weakened nor strengthened the British posi­
tion and that the British could not have prevented the 
convention from being signed by the other nations. He 
pointed out that, "Had we held aloof, besides denying our­
selves certain benefits, we should have been unable to make 
conditions in our future, as well as present, interests."
His final remark was the hope that the Admiralty 
will know better than to enter into "long-binding agreements 
such as that with the Marconi Company, in operation till 
1914." (Charles Bright, "Wireless Telegraphy and the Con­
ference," Monthly Review, XXV, No. 3 (1906), 20-29.)
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make any c o n c e s s i o n s . T h e  United States delegation "had 
the satisfaction at the end of spirited and somewhat heated 
contest to find that it was victorious and carried its 
principles by an almost unanimous vote of the conference.
Britain's delegates threatened to leave the con­
ference as they could not sign the convention because of the 
Marconi contract and the instructions from their Admiralty. 
Great Britain finally did stay because a compromise was 
hammered out. The settlement w j i s  that a separate document 
be drawn up, called a supplementary agreement, which nations 
would be free to sign or not sign, as was also true of the 
convention. The supplementary agreement included the 
principle of obligatory intercommunication between ship 
stations or Article 3, and Great Britain did not sign it.
She did sign the convention which included obligatory inter­
communication between ship stations and shore stations. An
^ Foreign Relations of 1906, p. 1518.
According to the Senate hearings on international 
Wireless Telegraph during the 60th Cong., 1st sess., 1908, 
p. 45, the German conciliatory offer could be explained by 
the following incident. The United States Navy ship, the 
Lebanon, was ordered to be on the lookout for a derelict 
ship which was endangering navigation in the Atlantic 
shipping lanes. The American ship saw the German ship, the 
Vaterland, and, using an American-made wireless system, 
asked if she had seen a derelict. The German ship had 
Marconi equipment so her answer was, "Can not give it to you. 
Not allowed to work with you." The lack of communication 
between the two ships showed how dangerous such a situation 
was— the denial of the humanitarian request of the American 
vessel could have endangered both of those ships as well as 
others using the ocean lanes at the time.
^Foreign Relations of 1906, p. 1518.
article in the convention was especially drafted for those 
who had Marconi contracts, and it gave them the right to 
designate certain coastal stations as exempt from the supple 
mentary agreement on condition they erect stations subject 
to Article 3 in the same area as the exempted coastal 
stations.
Other business was transacted which was not so pro­
ductive of clashes. The conference adopted the distress
Cl
signal of "SOS" with little comment.
Article 17 adopted "wholesale and by reference" ten 
sections of the international Telegraph Convention which 
were then incorporated into the wireless convention. *
In addition, provision was made for a central office 
to collect, combine, and publish information about wireless, 
comparable to the Union1s Berne office which had been main­
tained since 1868. It was decided the wireless office 
should be attached to the telega:aph bureau, "taking into
50Ibid. This was confirmed by two other sources:
M. Solomon, "Second International Conference on Telegraphy 
in Berlin, 1906," Nature, LXXV (1906-1907), 59? and U. S., 
Department of the Navy, International Radio Telegraph Con­
vention of Berlin: 1906, and propositions for the inter­
national radio telegraph conference of London (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1912), pp. 1-114.
Cl
Alvin F. Harlow, Old Wires and New Waves (New York
D. Appleton-Century Co., 1936), p. 450. The United States 
delegation had suggested "NC," the distress signal in the 
flag code.
5^Manton Davis, "International radiotelegraph con­
vention and traffic arrangements," Air Law Review, I (July, 
1930), 349-75. The ten sections were general principles.
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consideration the fact that the radiotelegraph service is, 
in the final analysis, only an extension of the telegraph 
service." It was also more economical to run them that way. 
Both the Swiss government and the union concurred, so the 
wireless office began to function early in 1907 although the 
Berlin convention was not designed to come into force until 
July of 1908.53
Voting was a ticklish problem for this first con­
ference, and again Great Britain and the United States were 
pitted against each other. The argument was about how many 
votes a country could have and the eligibility requirements 
for membership. Britain said she should have as many votes 
at the next conference as she held colonies and possessions 
plus one for England. The United States said "we should 
also make a claim for plural votes based upon our extensive 
territory if the equilibrium of the present conference were 
disturbed and any one of the countries represented at the 
conference should be given more than one vote."3^
The provision finally adopted was that when a State 
ad tiered to the convention for its possessions, later con­
ferences should decide whether the possessions, singly or 
together, should have a vote. The maximum number of votes
^3Ernest Rusillon, "The division of radio services 
of the International Bureau of the Telegraph Union," in 
Radio, ed. by Irwin Stewart (Philadelphia: The American
Academy of Political and Social Science, 1929), p. 83.
^Foreign Relations of 1906, p. 1518.
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to be possessed by a single government was fixed at six. J
The treaty was signed on November 3, 1906, in 
Berlin.^® "The delegation of the United States has been the 
recipient of the expressions of thanks and congratulations 
upon the part of all the countries of the world for the 
benefit which it has secured through the establishment [of 
the above principles] to commerce, to civilization, and to 
humanity at large.
Conference Summary
The Berlin convention was largely influenced by the 
United States delegation. Compulsory communication between 
ship and shore stations and between ship and ship stations 
was obtained because of the persistence of the American 
delegates. The conference was called a technical conference 
and not a diplomatic one; this sounds as if oral information, 
not oral persuasion, was dominant. Arguments for unre­
stricted intercommunication were technical data produced 
by the United States. The technical information was
^^Stewart, "Radio in time of peace," p. 80.
56u. S., Department of State, Convention between the 
United States and Other Powers: Wireless-Telegraphy
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1912), Treaty
Series, No. 568, pp. 1-58.
According to the New York Times, October 10, 1906, 
page 1, all was not work at the conference. The host country 
provided diversions for the delegations. The United States 
did some reciprocal entertaining. Ambassador Tower gave a 
reception at his home in Berlin for the delegates to the 
conference. "The chiefs of the various missions and many 
distinguished persons in German public life were present."
c 7
J7Foreign Relations, 1906, p. 1518.
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persuasively supplemented by oral debate and emotional 
appeals to humanitarianism.
Interim, 1906-1912
During the interim between the first and second 
international wireless conferences, there was action on four 
fronts that influenced this country1s participation and 
effectiveness in the second conference. The first front was 
that three international conferences were held, each men­
tioning wireless, and a second front saw some pertinent 
domestic legislation passed. The third was consideration by 
the Senate of the 1906 convention; and fourth, delegates were 
appointed to the next conference:.
The conferences mentioning radio were held in the 
Netherlands at The Hague in 1907, and their resulting agree­
ments were called The Hague conventions. The first agreement 
was called the "Convention Respecting the Rights and Duties 
of Neutral Powers and Persons in case of War on Land." In 
its articles 3, 5, 8, and 9 the rights of belligerents and 
neutrals were differentiated as they affected the erection 
and employment of radio stations. The second one was "Con­
vention for the Adaptation of the Geneva Convention to 
Maritime Warfare." In its Article 8 it permitted radio 
installation on board a hospital ship if it were not employed 
to injure the enemy. The third was "Convention concerning 
the Rights and Duties of Neutral Powers in Naval War." Its 
Article 5 prohibited the erection of radio stations by
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belligerents in neutral ports and waters. The United
States kept in touch with these conferences because their
actions affected radio concerns in this country and future
international radio conferences.
On the second front Congress displayed an interest
in marine safety measures. in 1910 Congress passed the
59Wireless Ship Act, which required all passenger ships 
leaving United States ports to be equipped with radio 
apparatus capable of transmitting or receiving messages over 
distances of at least 100 miles. This applied to all 
vessels, of United States or foreign registry, carrying fifty 
or more persons, including passengers and crew, and plying 
between ports 200 miles or more apart. This act was 
"directed solely to safety of life at sea [and] may be said 
to be the earliest federal law having any relation to radio 
communication.
58Howard S. LeRoy, "Treaty regulation of interna­
tional radio and shortwave broadcasting," American Journal 
of International Law, XXXII (October, 1938), 719-37.
59Public Law No. 2(52, 61st Cong., 2nd sess., June 24, 
1910. The law became effective on July 11, 1911.
60Robert C. Smith, "Legcil phases of radio communica­
tions," Journal of Business, II (July, 1929), 295.
The 1910 act was amended on July 23, 1912, to include 
the provisions that there must be a radio operator on duty 
while the vessel was being navigated and there had to be an 
auxiliary power supply available. The amendment was Public 
Law No. 238, 62nd Cong., 2nd sess.
The Radio Act of 1912, passed on August 13, 1912, 
required, among other things, that a license be obtained 
from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor by everyone wishing 
to operate a radio. It applied to all kinds of wireless 
operations, on land and on sea. It was Public Law No. 264,
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On April 15, 1912, the "unsinkable" ship, the
Titanic, struck an iceberg and foundered with a great loss
of American life. At the same time, the Californian was 
only fifteen minutes away and the officer on watch saw the 
distress flares but did not recognize their significance.
The radio distress signals of the stricken ship were sent 
but not received because the single radio officer of the 
Californian had gone off watch fifteen minutes earlier.
The week after the Titanic disaster, on April 22,
1912, the Senate approved the Berlin convention after
62nd Cong., 2nd sess.
Capt. Stanford C. Hooper write that in 1911 Congress 
passed a bill "requiring passenger ships be fitted with 
'Wireless' so that 'SOS' could be put through in case the 
ship was foundering." A campaign was begun in 1908, con­
tinued the director of Navy communications, to get such a 
bill passed. "For over three years various ones of us wrote 
our representatives about this and the Navy Department tried 
to get a bill introduced, but efforts were unsuccessful.
"Finally in 1911 Mr. William Jennings Bryan, who was 
a very prominent politician who knew nothing about 'wireless' 
except that it existed, did the job for us. He was a pas­
senger on a steamship en route to Havana from New York, when 
they caught fire. It was not serious but caused great dis­
cussion about the decks about the value of 'wireless.' When 
the ship docked at Havana, Mr. Bryan gave out an interview 
recommending all passenger ships carry radio, and it was 
published widely. This resulted, more than anything else, 
in our bill becoming law." S. C. Hooper, Handwritten entry 
in small notebook, undated. Private papers.
A check of Bryan's biography showed that he did go 
to Havana in the summer of 1911. The bill to which Hooper 
was referring was the amendment to the 1910 Ship Act, not 
the Radio Act of 1912. Both the amendment and the Radio Act, 
passed after the 1912 conference, were in preparation during 
this interim period.
M. Webster, Lecture to U. S. Coast Guard Academy, 
New London, Connecticut, January 11, 1946, S. C. Hooper's 
private papers, Library of Congress.
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stalling since 1906. This action was on the third front. 
Before the 1906 conference, as editorial in the New York 
Times warned about the perils of the Berlin meeting to an 
"art threatened by Governmental 'regulation' almost amount­
ing to confiscation."63
Some of the testimony given at the hearings included 
a letter from Charles Earl, solicitor for the Department of 
Commerce and Labor, who wrote cogently and at length in 
support of the 1906 convention. He said,
The convention in its most important features, is 
peculiarly the work of the United States, and both in 
its principles and provisions, meets with the hearty 
support and approval of every branch of the Government 
which had had any dealing with the subject. It is not 
only a timely and important measure in the line of 
scientific progress and commercial development, and in 
the interest of the better protection of life and 
property, but it is also an international achievement 
gratifying from a national point of view.
The attitude of the United States at this time will 
carry great weight with the other powers who are con­
sidering the convention. Ratification by the Senate 
will, with little doubt, be followed promptly by 
ratification on the part of other nations. The influ­
ence of the United States, already so signally acquired 
by its reputation at the conference, is likely to be 
lost by postponement in the same measure that it 
promises to be helped by ratification.64
Gen. James Allen, Chief Signal Officer of the Army, 
wrote a detailed letter on March 9, 1908, to the War Depart­
ment, answering specific objections raised by the Senate
S. Department of Commerce, Annual Report of 
Chief of Radio Division to Secretary of Commerce, for fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1927 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1927), p. 50.
^Editorial, New York Times, September 10, 1906, p. 6.
6^u. S., Congress, Senate Hearings, 1908, pp. 31, 32.
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committee. He refuted every possible objection one by one 
and showed how the procrastination of the committee was 
hurting the rights of individuals, the right of the govern­
ment to secrecy, national commerce, and American inventors.65 
Adm. Manney, 1906 delegate, and Waterbury, 1903 and 1906 
delegate, also spoke up in behalf of the 1906 conference 
documents as did the president of the United Wireless Tele- 
graph Company, C. C. Wilson.00
Wilson said that his company was the largest American 
manufacturer and operator of wireless telegraphy and his 
company was
. . . strongly committed in favor of the ratification 
of the Berlin treaty. . . . Now is the time to take 
national and international action, for the industry 
is in its formative period and can adjust itself 
easier and at infinitely less expense than a few 
years, or even a year, hence.
It seems to us that this matter is of even much 
greater importance to the Government Departments, as 
large sums of money have been spent by the Bureau of 
Equipment, Signal Corps, and Revenue-Cutter Service 
for wireless apparatus. None of the equipment was 
manufactured by the Marconi or other companies which 
refuse intercommunication of messages, so that the 
utility of wireless stations on the revenue cutters, 
etc., is limited whenever such ships leave the coast 
of the United States to communicate between ships only 
of our own Government.
Many complaints are on file of the refusal of the 
Marconi stations to communicate with Government and 
commercial vessels even in time of danger. Undue 
weight should not be given the views of the Marconi 
companies, for they have contributed nothing to the 
advancement of wireless telegraphy in the United 
States, Army, Navy, or merchant marine. While wire­
less is a great factor of safety and convenience in
85.
65Ibid.
66Senate Hearings, 1908, pp. 43-50, 114, 124-30, 80-
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peace, it becomes of vital importance in war. The 
monopoly of this art by corporations owned, controlled, 
and operated by foreigners, would be a national dis­
aster in time of war.
The American people are in no wise obligated to the 
Marconi company, for they have invested enormous sums 
of money in the Marconi securities, estimated several 
million dollars, and with very little to show for this 
enormous investment, at least upon this continent.
Five shore stations, which could be duplicated for a 
few thousand dollars, are all they have to show for 
their expenditures in the Ur.ited States.
We feel . . . the Senate: [should] ratify the Berlin
treaty at o n c e . 67
John W. Griggs, counsel for the Marconi Company, 
Thomas W. Bakewell, counsel for the National Electric
/■ **7
C. C. Wilson, Letter written to Secretary of War, 
dated February 13, 1908. Senate Hearings, 1908, pp. 2, 3.
In the previously-mentioned letter that Allen wrote to the 
Secretary of War, he commented that Wilson's company took "a 
broad and patriotic view."
According to Gleason L . Archer in History of Radio 
to 1926 (New York: American Historical Society, 1938), on
page 101, the United Wireless Te;legraph Company was accused 
and subsequently convicted of infringing on Marconi patents. 
Within four years after the Senate hearings, the United 
Company, at the mercy of the Marconi Company, was bought out 
by British Marconi who resold the American company's physical 
assets to American Marconi. The first sale enormously 
boosted the number of patents of British Marconi. The 
second sale increased the number of shore stations of Ameri­
can Marconi from five to fifty and the number of coastal 
shipping stations from four to four hundred.
The president and other officers of United Wireless 
Telegraph Company were also accused and convicted of fraudu­
lently selling stock. This action may have been to raise 
needed, hard-to-get capital fora growing company. The United 
States might have done something to save the company from 
British domination instead of waiting until the Radio Cor­
poration of America was organized several years later. The 
patents and other assets the Marconi Company gained were 
just as unhealthy for United States nationalism when de 
Forest's company, United Wireless, was taken over by Marconi 
as when the United States acted to protect the Alexanderson 
alternator in 1919.
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Signaling Company (part of the Fessenden System), and Walter 
W. Massie, president of the Massie Wireless Telegraph Com­
pany, all testified as to why the convention should not be 
ratified.68
Before the convention-set deadline of July, 1908, 
the Senate committee urged "the ratification without delay" 
of the convention. The Senate hook no action and July,
1908, passed. Domestic legislation including the Wireless 
Ship Act, its amendment, and the; Radio Act of 1912 were 
passed before the 1912 conference. The Titanic disaster 
occurred. The London conference was almost ready to open, 
and this country was about to be represented as observers 
without voting power because she had not ratified the con­
vention. The Senate finally acted in 1912, but the delayed 
ratification affected United States participation in the 
second international radiotelegraph conference in London in 
1912.
.The fourth front concerned the delegates from this 
country to the conference. One of the twelve was John Hays 
Hammond Jr. He was well-known in wireless circles for his 
pertinent inventions and scientific achievements, and he left
68Senate Hearings, 1908, pp. 50-75, 85-97, 133-34. 
Griggs said he wanted to defend his system "against the 
attempts of infringers and rivals to procure the use of the 
system and property for their own benefit without compensa­
tion. " Bakewell said, "Regulation of American systems . . ..
and the development of the art should not be hampered by 
archaic conditions abroad."
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notes on how he became a delegate.Apparently he men­
tioned his interest in the forthcoming conference to a Birch 
Heilman. Heilman must have been a personal friend as he 
addressed Hammond as "jack." Some of the stationery Heilman 
used had the heading, "National Republican League, Washing­
ton, D. C.," the president of which was listed as John Hays 
Hammond, perhaps delegate Hammond's father.
Heilman wrote on March 26, 1912, as follows,
I had a talk with my uncle [Adm. Edwards] this 
morning with reference to the meeting in London on 
the fourth of June of representatives from foreign 
countries in order to prepare an international wire­
less code. The Meeting is to be called the London 
International Radio Telepathic Meeting [sic], I 
believe, and is to be attended by all the wireless 
experts. There are to be three representatives for 
our Navy Department, three representatives for our 
War Department, and three representatives from the 
Department of Commerce and Labor. The representatives 
from the War and Navy Departments have been selected, 
but the Department of Commerce and Labor are now 
seeking around for someone to represent the Department.
I understand that a Mr. Watterbury rsic], president
^ H a m m o n d ' s  private* papers, Container 10, Library of 
Congress. All the following information comes from his cor­
respondence and only the pfirts of the material related to the 
topic are used. No paragraph indentations were used in the 
original letters. Sentence construction has been retained 
except in the telegrams. Hammond was a physical scientist 
who lived in the northeastern states and traveled exten­
sively in Europe. He worked independently, not for a com­
pany. Money was never mentioned.
There was another John H. Hammond Jr., also an 
inventor and a Republican who lived at the same time. The 
latter was a mining engineer who grew up in the East too but 
lived his adult life in the far-western states. He left his 
papers and correspondence to the Yale University Library, 
instead of the Library of Congress.
The recital of the progress of Hammond becoming a 
delegate is not cited as typical of how a person became a 
delegate, only of how this man became one.
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of the Manhattan Trust Co., of New York City, may be 
one of their representatives, but I am now not certain.
I thought you might be interested in this meeting, and 
might feel inclined to attend it in order to ascertain 
what was being done, and to meet the different men, who 
are working along the same lines as yourself. If you 
are particularly interested, I would suggest that you 
endeavor to become one of the three representatives 
from the Department of Commerce and Labor.
In all probability you would have to stand your own 
expenses, but the experience might be worthwhile. If 
you desire to have me see the Secretary of Commerce and 
Labor about this just in the way of information, let me 
know, for I shall be pleased to look it up for you. If 
you want to find out much more about the matter, would 
suggest that you write to my uncle, Rear Admiral John R. 
Edwards, Post Office Building, Philadelphia, Pennsyl­
vania, and if you want me I shall try to arrange for an 
appointment for you to see him.
Heilman sent the letter from Washington to Hammond 
in New York City. The next day Hammond answered the letter.
I was very interested in your letter of March 26th 
relating to the Radio-Telapathic \sic! meeting in London 
on June 4th. I should certainly like to be one of the 
representatives, if it could be possible, as I should 
desire to see some of my wireless friends on the other 
side. I have been pretty thoroughly all over Europe in 
connection with my wireless work and know a great many 
of the leading scientists who are experimenting along 
these lines. I would like to know what the duties would 
be of the individual representative for the Department 
of Commerce and Labor and how long they would stay in 
England. I would appreciate it very much if you could 
see the Secretary of Commerce in my behalf and let me 
know the result of your conference.
The day following, Heilman wrote again to the would- 
be delegate.
Your letter of the 27th instant received, and I have 
gone down to the Department of Commerce and Labor to 
ascertain the exact status of the delegation, which they 
plan to send to the meeting at London on the 4th of June. 
I have sent you under separate cover, pamphlets on the 
matter. After talking the question over with the secre­
tary of Mr. Nagle, I called upon a Mr. Chamberlain, who 
has charge of the Wireless work of the Department. He 
assured me that the Department would be glad without 
doubt to have you as one of its representatives, and he
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suggested that you should write to Mr. Nagle, mentioning 
in your letter your experience and work and that you 
would be pleased to become one of the three representa­
tives for the Department. The delegation from the Depart­
ment, as I mentioned in my first letter, will be headed 
by Mr. Watterbury, president, etc. [sicl. The represen­
tatives for the Navy will be Rear Adm. Edwards, Dr.
Austen, Lt. Commander Todd. I have not been able to 
ascertain the representatives from the Army.
On March 29 Hammond wrote to his Washington friend,
I wish to thank you ever so much for the trouble you 
have taken in my behalf in seeing various members of the 
Department of Commerce and Labor. Just as soon as I 
find what the general requirements are of the different 
members of the representing committee, I will be able to 
definitely make up my mind as to whether or not it would 
be justifiable for me to see the position. I hope that 
it may be possible for me to be one of the representa­
tives for the Department, as it would not only be an 
honor but a matter of great interest to me in my work.
I shall write to the Secretary of Commerce and Labor as 
soon as I have gone over the pamphlets and matter which 
you said you have sent me. I will then give myself as 
good a reference as I can conscientiously. it would 
certainly be a treat to go over to London, and if the 
matter materializes I shall feel that it is through 
your suggestion and kindly interest that I owe this to.
Almost a week passed and presumably the informative 
material sent Hammond arrived, and he was busy perusing it.
On April 4 Hammond received a telegram from "B. H e l m s . "7°
"The wireless treaty has been ratified by Congress.^ if 
you desire to act as a delegate would suggest that you act 
immediately. Telephone to me if you want particulars." The
70It must have been Birch Heilman. It is 
not known whether Heilman wanted to use an alias or the per­
son in the telegraph office misunderstood the name.
^ How b . Helms could say that the treaty had been 
ratified early in April is a question. According to Foot­
note 65, the ratification occurred on April 22.
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following day the same individual sent another telegram to 
Hammond. "Secretary Nagle will be out of town all next 
week. Would suggest that you see Mr. Chamberlain, commis­
sioner of navigation, instead. Department of Commerce and 
Labor is very late in selection of representatives so that 
would advise you to act immediately."
Hammond got what he wanted. A press release said, 
"Re: Appointment of John Hays Hammond Jr. to London Con­
ference. His qualifications are evidenced by material in
this shipment. [Illegible passcige.] Wide acquaintance with
72European experts, evidenced in correspondence."
Hammond was a duly-authorized delegate to the con­
ference with a fringe benefit of an honorary membership in 
an English club. He was well-versed in the wireless field, 
knowledgeable about previous international meetings, and 
acquainted with other authoriticjs. He also seemed to be a 
man of character who would speak up for what he thought was 
right for his country and a man of sufficient funds to enable 
him to pay his own way.
The achievements of the interim between 1906 and
72Handwritten, unsigned note, dated May, 1912, headed 
with "National Press Building," on the pink paper used else­
where for press releases.
The final bit of pertinent information in Hammond's 
correspondence file was an undated, handwritten item, 
"Enclosed is an invitation from the Royal Societies Club,
St. Jame's fsicl Street, SW. 'I have the honor to inform 
you that, as a delegate attending the Conference, the Com­
mittee has had much pleasure in electing you an Honorary 
Member of the Club covering the period of the Conference.'"
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1912 were noted on the international level and the domestic 
level. Three international conferences were held that 
included mention of radio. One important piece of domestic 
radio legislation was passed, the Ship Act of 1910, and two 
were being prepared, an amendment to the Ship Act and the 
Radio Act of 1912. The Senate hearings in 1908 on the 
Berlin convention failed to activate the Senate into immedi­
ately ratifying the convention which was finally passed 
before the 1912 conference opened. What it took for one 
person, John H. Hammond Jr., to become a delegate was 
observed although no generalization from Hammond's procedure 
should be applied to the other eleven delegates from this 
country.
Second Radiotelegraph Conference, 1912
The second internationa] radiotelegraph cor.ference
7 3opened on June 4, 1912, in London, and it lasted about a 
month. There were forty-three countries represented, includ­
ing the United States. The American delegates were^  physicist
73A. G. W., "The International Radiotelegraph Con­
ference," Nation, LXXXXV (July 4, 1912), 86-87.
"The Conference was held in the fine hall of the 
Institute of Electrical Engineers on the Victoria Embankment, 
where everything was done for the comfort and convenience of 
the delegation that the admirable administration of the 
British Post Office could devise. All mail matter was 
delivered free, and each delegate was furnished with a pass 
entitling him to send all telegrams and cables (even with 
reply paid) to his own country free. In the hall, somewhat 
larger than the United States Senate chamber, the desks of 
the 150 delegates were arranged in semicircular order. All 
proceedings were carried on in French."
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Louis W. Austin, head of naval research, Rear-Admiral John 
R. Edwards, and Capt. David W. Todd, all from the Navy; 
scientist Edgar Russel fsic!, Maj. Gen. C. McK. Saltzman, 
chief of the Signal Corps, and Maj. Gen. George 0. Squier, 
physicist, all three from the Army; inventor John H. Hammond 
Jr., W. D. Terrell, chief of the radio division, and banker 
John I. Waterbury, all from the Department of Commerce and 
Labor; meteorologist Willis L. Moore, Department of Agricul­
ture; John Q. Walton; and Dr. Webster.7^
The twelve-man delegation from the United States was 
the largest at the conference, although Great Britain claimed 
eleven delegates with only four actually representing her­
self. The United States brought in her quota of six of the 
permitted substates or American units. They were Alaska, 
Hawaii, American possessions in Polynesia, Philippine 
Islands, Porto [sicj Rico and Arrerican West Indian posses­
sions, and the Panama Canal Zone.7^
These six representative s were not allowed into the 
conference hall because the United States ratified the 1906 
convention so late. The procedure, as it had been set up in 
that convention, was that application for admission of these 
substates had to be made six months in advance with the
7^U. S., Congress, Senate, Radiotelegraph Conference 
of 1912, Senate Documents VIII, 67th Cong., 4th sess., 1922- 
1923, p. 3055.
75William M. Malloy, Tresaties, Conventions, inter­
national Acts, Protocols and Agreements between the united 
States and Other Powers, 1910-1923, Vol. Ill (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1923) , p. 3048.
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International Bureau. The United States had not done this 
since she had not been a "contracting country" six months 
prior to the conference.
The problem of the basis of voting was "the most 
difficult non-technical problem confronting the London Con- 
ference." Article 12 of the Berlin conference said those 
who could come to succeeding conferences "shall be composed 
of the governments of the contracting countries." The 
United States did not become a contracting country until 
after the six-month time period prior to the opening of the 
conference.
Seven countries had asked, prior to the conference,
for a particular number of votes., and their requests were
granted. The United States and three other nations asked
for additional votes on the floor, but their requests were
refused. After some debate, the; conference finally
designated the specific substates eligible for membership
and voting and included this in the convention. Six was the
maximum number of votes a government could get, and the
United States finished with six votes as did France,
77Germany, Great Britain, and Russia.''
The principal features of the London convention are 
contained in articles 3, 9, 10, and 13. Article 3 made
^Stewart, "Radio in time of peace," p. 81.
77Irwin Stewart, "international radio conference of
Washington," American Journal of International Law, XXII
(January, 1928), 41.
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intercommunication between stations obligatory "without dis­
tinction of the radio systems used" and Article 9 provided 
for the priority of distress calls. Article 10 allowed for 
the division of rates between coastal and ship stations and 
Article 13 made provisions for the continuation of the Berne 
Bureau as a central agency for information.^8 The United 
States must have supported each of these, except for Article 
10, actively as shown by her actions prior to this confer­
ence.
Article 17 was "borrowed from the St. Petersburg 
7 9Convention."' The chairman of the committee handling 
Article 17 was a M. Frouin from France. At the conclusion 
of the committee's business, "the delegation of the United 
States congratulated itself upon the results obtained from 
the labours of the committee." Apparently there were 
Americans who were committee members and they got what they 
wanted. In addition, the American delegates effusively 
thanked M. Frouin for the "tactful and enlightened manner" 
in which he had directed its work. M. Frouin replied by 
saying he was "deeply touched" and he "offered his warmest 
thanks to his friend, Dr. Webster, delegate of the United 
States."80
78Stephen B. Davis, Law of Radio Communication (New 
York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 1927), pp. 179-80.
^8Keith Clark, International Communications (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1913), p. 175.
88Undated memorandum. Folder, "London Conference," 
Hammond private papers.
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The St. Petersburg convention contained mention of 
rates, and Article 17 probably carefully skirted the issue of 
rates. The United States declared in the final protocol 
that she was "under the necessity of abstaining from all 
action in regard to rates, because the transmission of radio­
grams as well as of ordinary telegrams in the United States 
is carried on, wholly or in part, by commercial or private 
companies. "81-
Most of the proposals for consideration and amend­
ment at the conference related to the regulations, not the 
convention itself, and these 1912 regulations attempted "to
O  O
keep pace with the development of radio."
"The . . . business of importance was the determina­
tion of standard wireless. It should be explained that
p O
waves [are] of a given length or frequency of oscillation."J
8 U. S., Senate, Senate Documents VIII (1922-23), 
Document No. 1923 (Washington: Government Printing Office,
1924), pp. 3057-58.
In the Article 17 committee discussion, the French 
asked if there were a specific law that limited or imposed 
rights and rates on the private communication companies in 
the United States. The United States replied that her system 
was just different from that of the European countries and 
under the American Constitution limitations were imposed 
upon the government as to what ;.t might do. Why the French 
brought this up is not clear since the United States was 
only re-stating its position from the telegraph conferences. 
Undated memoranda in French in London Conference folder, 
Hammond's private papers.
Q  O
° Stewart, "Radio in time of peace," p. 81.
83A. G. W., "International Conference," p. 86.
To review a bit— "The fundamental difference between 
wire and wireless telegraphy consists in the fact that the 
oscillations on which all electrical propagation depends are,
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The London conference was important in that it recognized 
the principle of the pure and sharp wave, the authority of 
the master of the ship over the radio service on shipboard, 
the necessity for auxiliary apparatus for emergency use in 
event of the failure of the ship's main power plant, and the 
need of a constant watch (two operators), at least on board 
the larger passenger steamers.8^
Article 30 of the regulations pertained to the range 
of "high wave-lengths" of thirty miles. Article 30 was a 
proposal of the British delegation and, contrary to the 
sharp differences exhibited at the 1906 conference, the
QC
Americans supported the British suggestion. Rival nations, 
no matter how strong their feelings, knew they had to work 
out their differences at this conference for the air to be 
useful to any of them for the successful transmission of 
voices.
Certain small nations have powerful stations that 
overreach other countries and take business away from
in the former case, guided by means of conductors, and 
scarcely stray from the path in which they are intended to 
go; while in the latter case the oscillations either radiate 
freely in all directions, or, if directive at all, spread 
themselves over a more or less wide angle of propagation."
(F.J. Brown, The Cable and Wireless Communication of the 
World (London! Pitnam and Sons, Ltd., 1927), p. 86.)
a a
U. S., Department of Commerce, Navigation Bureau, 
Report of the Commissioner of Navigation, London Radiotele­
graph Conference (May 18, 1931), p. 28.
8^Undated memorandum, Folder, "London Conference, " 
in Container 10, Hammond's private papers.
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them. This was obviated by requiring ships to communi­
cate in general with the nearest coast station. 
Obnoxiously powerful stations will be made to tone down 
their emissions, unless removed from other stations by 
a certain distance, the proper distance being earnestly 
discussed and occasioning one of the few roll-calls of 
the nations. . . .  International rivalries proved very 
strong, particularly in crowded waters like the English 
Channel or the Adriatic, where there is often a 'babel 
of voices.'"86
The United States had assumed, prior to the confer­
ence, that the technical suggestions she was to make in 
London would be accepted by the conferees. Her pending 
radio legislation, the Ship Act amendment and the Rj.dio Act, 
were being tailored to conform to the changes expected to be 
proposed at the conference. The changes to be necessitated 
by the 1912 convention "were known confidentially to the 
committees of Congress concerned with pending legislation 
relating to radio communication" and were included in the 
pending domestic legislation.
At the 1912 conference the American delegation "was 
authorized to extend an invitation to hold the next con­
ference in Washington in 1917. The invitation was 
accepted "amid applause. . . .  It will be a task of no mean 
difficulty to equal the arrangements of the Conference of
®®A. G. W., "International Conference," p. 86.
87Report of commissioner, London, p. 28.
88U. S. Department of Commerce, Annual Report by 
Chief of Radio Division to the Secretary of Commerce for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1972 (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1927), p. 50.
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London.1,89
Summary of Conference
The United States delegation managed to obtain the 
maximum number of votes in spite of not observing the 
stated requirements for so doing prior to the conference.
Information supports the conclusion that the 
Americans actively supported at least four articles. Three 
of the provisions made intercommunication obligatory between 
stations, provided for the priority of distress calls, and 
supported the Berne Bureau. In the fourth instance, the 
country avoided having included in the conference document 
anything that contained a reference to rates because of the 
kind of arrangement the United States had with its electric 
communication systems. See Appendix A.
89A. G. W., "International Conference," p. 87.
A. G. W. amplified his statement by saying there was "the 
most prodigal hospitality on the part of the British Govern­
ment, individuals, and the Marconi and Siemens companies.
. . . Dinners, opera, and theatre performances crowded one 
upon another, while King George showed his interest by 
receiving the members of the Conference at Buckingham 
Palace."
According to an undated handwritten memoranda in 
Hammond's private papers, there seemed to be a friendliness 
at this conference that was evidenced in the following inci­
dent. The conference had opened with an announcement that 
one of the delegates was doing satisfactorily. A suggestion 
was made that all "expenses arising out of the accident 
should be borne by the Radiotelegraph Union and entered in 
the account of the disbursements in connection with the 
Conference." The conferees "warmly assented" to the pro­
posal related to the delegate who had the accident. He was 
not an American.
Interim, 1912-1927
The conclusion of World War I left a dislocation of 
communication facilities that needed to be untangled before 
certain other international radio matters could be given 
attention. The 1912 conference had set the date for its 
next international meeting as 1917, but the war had summarily 
canceled that. Radio communication had been constantly 
expanding since the prewar conferences and international 
regulations and agreements badly needed to be updated.
Agreements were attempted piece-meal and special 
interest conferences were held after World War I and before 
the third international radiotelegraph conference in 
Washington. First there were a series of meetings set up by 
the Allies and Associate Powers to set some guidelines for 
radio, to separate the skeins of the submarine cable tangle,
and to organize a worldwide electric communication con-
90ference. Then there were special interest conferences 
held by three international organizations— the International 
Scientific Radio Union, the International Radio Congress, 
and the international Broadcasting Union. A domestic 
special interest group, the American Radio Relay League, 
which had its international counterpart, also was active.
All these distinctive groups influenced the Washington Con­
ference and each had American representation. Another
90The latter two meetings are discussed in detail in
Chapter 2.
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procedural happening during the interim period between the 
second and third international conferences was the advance 
circulation of the proposals to be presented.
Two months after the war ended, on January 26, 1919, 
an interallied Wireless-Telegraphy and Signal Corps Con-
Q1
ference met in P a r i s . i t s  purpose was to make available 
and coordinate information gained during World War I.9  ^
Members of the American delegation were all naval officers 
and included Adm. Bullard, chainman, Lt. Commander E. G. 
Blakeslee, Commander M. F. Praemel, and Capt. W. D. Todd, 
director of naval communication. France, Great Britain, and 
Italy were also represented. Special praise was sounded by 
the American delegates for their Postmaster-General who had 
directed the use of all cable and telegraph facilities for
Q O
the government during the war. The government also con­
trolled all radio facilities.
At the Interallied Wire].ess Conference a "rough, 
preliminary draft of an informa], agreement between the five 
allied and associated powers" wjis drawn up. The Peace
9 -^The Corps Conference was also called the Pro­
visional Interallied Communication Congress.
9% e w  York Times, January 26, 1919, p. 14.
New York Tunes, January 20, 1919, p. 7. Mention 
in the same newspaper was made that the government's use of 
radio helped to relieve cable congestion. According to 
S. C. Hooper in "Radio in United States Naval Communica­
tions," in Codel's History of Broadcasting, p. 172, the U. S. 
Navy had control of all radio stations in the United States 
and its possessions. The single exception was the radio 
under the jurisdiction of the Army.
124
Conference chairman, Norman Davis, suggested "the American 
delegation come to a decision with regard to the American 
policy on these questions" prior to the conclusion of the 
conference. (1) Should there be services of a national 
network and of an international network in radio, or should 
there be services between stations working under the same 
flag, as in an empire, and a separate international service?
(2) Should we support the Berne International Bureau, the 
League of Nations, and the establishment of a technical 
committee? (3) How should the German stations be regulated? 
He added that "Mr. Chamberlain, advisor from the Department 
of Commerce to the American delegates, will explain in what 
respects these are questions of policy.^
The culmination of the conference was the EU-F-GB-I 
Radio Protocol of August 25, 1919.^ On that date members
9%Iorman Davis, "Five-power conference," undated 
material. Private papers. A distribution of the "ether" 
among the services comparable to the first suggestion of 
Davis, was mentioned in 1919 at Paris, according to Lt. Com. 
Craven in "International Aspects," in History of Broadcast­
ing, ed. by M. Codel, p. 246.
^EU-F-GB-I are the first letters of the naxies of 
the countries represented at the conference. Etats-Unis is 
French for United States and the official language of the 
conferences was French, so the "EU" stands for United States, 
"F" is for France, "GB" is for Great Britain, and "I" is for 
Italy.
A copy of part of the Protocol is located in the 
Davis private papers. It had been printed in English. The 
Protocol is not in the Monthly Catalog but it is in the 1919- 
1921 Government Documents Catalog. The Library of Congress 
has an English language edition which does not circulate.
The Annual Report of the Secretary of Navy for the 
fiscal year ending December 1. 1920 (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1920), p. 69, reported that Adm. Bullard,
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of the Radiotelegraphic Commission of the Allied and Asso­
ciated Powers, successor to the Interallied Wireless con­
ferees, met at 3 p.m. at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 
Paris for the last time and signed the Protocol. American 
signers were Rear-Adm. Bullard, Navy Capt. Evans, col. K. 
Truesdell, Lt. Comdr. Leclair, and Mr. Kolster, technical 
adviser. The commission's work, as directed by a resolution 
of the Supreme Economic Council of the Allies, was to pre­
pare a draft set of provisional amendments to the 1912 
convention for the next international radiotelegraph con- 
ference.
The commission prepared the provisional amendments 
as a stopgap measure to adjust some international regula­
tions to the times and recommended that they be considered 
in Washington at the conference to be held there the next 
year. The United States made some reservations on the com­
mission's suggestions and also commented about amateur 
stations and amateur representation on advisory technical
Q7
committees, both distinctive American interests.
Norman Davis, chairman of the Peace Conference,
director of naval communication, attended the EU-F-GB-I con­
ference and had returned.
Foreign Relations, 1920, I, p. 126, said "radio 
EU-F-GB-I Protocol of August 25, 1919, was not printed."
^Norman Davis, "Five-power conference, loc. cit.
The Radiotelegraphic Commission was later called Subcom­
mittee No. 2, as well as the Subcommittee on the EU-F-GB-I 
Radio Protocol.
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became chairman of the communication conference which had
been set up by the Supreme Council of the Allies. He held a
special meeting on July 21, 1920, to plan for a preliminary
conference to a World-Wide International Conference on
Electrical Communications. Those present thought
. . . the Radio Convention would be absorbed into the 
World-Wide Conference on Electrical Communications.
It was thought that radio and telegraph should be 
amalgamated. . . .  It was decided that the amalgama­
tion of the Radio Convention would be taken up with 
the Allied Powers.98
Delegates to the Preliminary Conference were also to
be the delegates to the later worldwide conference. They
were Undersecretary of State Norman Davis, Postmaster-
General A. S. Burleson, Adm. W. S. Benson, and Walter S.
Rogers. The technical advisers were Van S. Merle-Smith and
W. C. Dennis, Department of State; Maj. Gen. Squier and Brig.
Gen. D. E. Nolan, Department of War; Capt. George W.
Bicknell and Adm. W. H. G. Bullard, Department of the Navy;
and P. F. Edwards, Department of Commerce. Seven persons
comprised the secretariat.99
Two days later, on July 23, 1920, Davis said,
This Government considers it desirable that the 
status of the former German cables ceded to the Five 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers by the Peace 
Treaty be finally determined in this Preliminary 
Conference before proceeding to the discussion of an
98Norman Davis, "Preliminary conference," dated 
July 21, 1920. Private papers.
99Norman Davis, "Preliminary conference opened on 
October 8, 1920," no other date. Private papers.
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agenda for the World-Wide International Conference 
on Electrical Communication. -^00
The Preliminary Conference finally opened on October 
8 , after originally being scheduled to open August 1, then 
September 15. It was devoted mostly to telegraph matters, 
specifically to submarine cables.
The cables were considered so important at the 1920 
meetings in Washington, there is a need to be reminded now 
how secondary that radio, as a means of communication, was 
at the time. Its early use was point-to-point communication 
in maritime safety. The New York Times of November 23, 1919, 
commented
We all know that the radio is still in its infancy. 
The question may arise as to whether the radio will not 
ultimately supersede the submarine cable. Without 
intending to be dogmatic, my impression is that it will 
not. . . . Secrecy, certainty, accuracy, and in some 
cases, speed will be on the side of the cable.101
Two and a half years later, the president of Westein union 
Telegraph Company, said dogmatically that radio communica­
tion cannot hurt c a b l e s . 1 0 2
10°Ibid., July 23, 1920.
A perusal of the second chapter shows that the status 
of the former German cables was not "finally determined" so 
the Preliminary Conference never proceeded to a discussion of 
an agenda for the worldwide conference.
According to Universal Electrical Communications 
Union, a draft convention and regulations for a Universal 
Electrical Communications Union was drawn up, dated December,
1920, and published by the Government Printing Office in
1921. The regulations covered both telegraph and radiotele­
graph and "should be submitted for the consideration of the 
forthcoming World Conference on Electrical Communications," 
said page 3.
^ ^ New York Times, November 23, 1919, Sect. Ill, p. 8.
102New York Times, June 25, 1922, p. 27.
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At least two subcommittees connected with radio were 
active at the Preliminary Conference. One was the subcom­
mittee on Universal Communications Union and Telegraph and 
Radio-Telegraph Conventions. it was chaired by an American,
F. J. Brown, who reported that his international committee 
had held twenty-one meetings during the course of the 
conference. Their radio suggestion was
In view of the growing practice of sending news 
by radio, [we] suggest that their own and other 
Governments, should consider how far the existing 
law of copyright prevents the use of such news by 
persons to whom it is not addressed, and how far 
any modification of such law may be necessary to 
meet such c a s e s . 103
The other group was the subcommittee on the 
EU-F-GB-I Radio Protocol, also called Subcommittee 'lumber 
Two. This section worked closely with Brown's subcommittee, 
according to a report written by W. S. Benson and addressed 
to Norman Davis. The report suggested the formation of a 
radio technical committee which should be called by France 
and convened prior to an international conference on world­
wide electrical communication.^®^
The Preliminary Conference of 1920 seemed to signal 
the end of radio's first emphasis, maritime safety. There 
was a growing realization of the "progress of the art," with 
its technical, social, political and economic aspects.
Davis answered a letter from a Radio Corporation of America
1®3U. S., Department of State, Foreign Relations, 
1920. I, p. 149.
•^^Foreign Relations of 1920, II, pp. 165-66.
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lawyer about the status of radio at the conclusion of the 
Preliminary Conference.
So far as radio is concerned, the basis of all 
discussion has been the Radio Protocol with which 
representatives of the Radio Corporation of America 
are familiar, having participated in the conference 
held under the direction of the Secretary of Com­
merce in reference to it. While there has had to be 
a certain amount of 'give and take,' the American 
army and naval officers who have participated in the 
discussions of the technical aspects of radio, 
believe that American private and public interests 
are being adequately s a f e g u a r d e d . It)5
The suggestion of the EU-F-GB-I Radio Protocol sub­
committee was followed, and a technical radio conference was 
held in Paris in July and August of 1921.^®^ Maj. Gen.
G. 0. Squier was chairman of the American delegation; the 
other delegates were Navy Capt. T. A. M. Craven; Dr. J. H. 
Dellinger, Department of Commerce; Harvard professor A. E. 
Kennelly; and Edward H. Loftin. This was the first inter­
national conference for Craven, Dellinger, and Kennelly. 
Squier had long been active as a technical consultant for 
both telegraph and radio conferences. The purpose of the 
1921 conference was to revise the technical parts of the 
Washington draft of the previous year which had been a 
revision of the Radio Protocol of 1919 which had been an 
expanded, improved edition of the 1912 convention in London.
IDSNorman Davis, Letter to Charles Neave, Radio 
Corporation of America, undated. Private papers.
106jrwin Stewart, "International radiotelegraph 
conference of Washington," American Journal of international 
Law, XXII (January, 1938), 33.
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The most important result of the 1921 conference was to set 
in motion the procedure necessary for a full-scale inter­
national radio conference to be held within the next few 
years in Washington.^ 7
The United States sent invitations to forty-two 
nations in the late summer of 1925 to attend the third inter­
national radiotelegraphic conference.^®®
The League of Nations recommended the next major 
conference be postponed until 1927. Related conferences 
were scheduled in Europe where it was felt some problems 
needed to be thoroughly discussed before bringing them to 
Washington. -*-09
There were three radio-oriented international 
organizations which began in the post World War I era that 
worked on problems later brought to the Washington Conference.
1Q8New York Times, August 22, 1925, p. 5. Six months 
earlier, on February 13, 1925, the same newspaper said the 
United States planned to invite fifty governments.
•*~8% e w  York Times, April 16, 1925, p. 12. In addi­
tion, the Committee of Radio-Telegraphy of the League of 
Nations suggested to its Transport and Communications com­
mittee that a separate conference on radio-telegraphy be 
held in 1926 in Europe to facilitate the work of the Washing­
ton Conference.
The United States was represented by the Transport 
and Communications Committee by the American Minister at 
Berne and by three experts who included the counsel of the 
Shipping Board, the chief of the transport division of the 
Department of Commerce and the assistant director of the 
bureau of inquiry of the Interstate Commerce Commission. 
(JosephP. Chamberlain, "Control of International Transporta­
tion and Communication," Annals. CL (July, 1930), p. 31.)
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They met in Europe, were highly specialized and were 
interested in technical, legal, and broadcasting matters.
The trio oi groups were the international Scientific Radio 
Union or the URSI; the Comite International de la Telegraphie 
sans Fil, also called TSF, or the International Committee on 
Radio, also called the International Radio Congress; and the 
International Broadcasting Union or UIR.
The first-named, the International Scientific Radio 
Union was organized in July, 1919, in Europe for the purpose 
of (1) promoting scientific study of radio communication,
(2) aiding and organizing research requiring cooperation on 
an international scale as well as encouraging discussion and 
the publication of results, and (3) facilitating agreement 
upon common methods of measurement and the standardization 
of measuring instruments. An American section was organized 
in 1920 widh the same plank of purposes.
The executive conurittee of the American branch in 
1926 was composed of many men whose names are familiar as 
having been active on the international level of the con­
ferences already mentioned. They are Dr. L. W. Austin, 
chairman of the American branch and vice-president of the 
international association, from the Bureau of Standards, 
Department of Commerce; Dr. W. E. Tisdale, corresponding 
secretary; Dr. J. H. Dellinger, technical secretary, and 
Prof. J. S. Ames, both from the Department of Commerce; Maj„ 
Gen. Saltzman, Army; Dr. A. H. Taylor, Navy; Dr. A. N. 
Goldsmith, Institute of Radio Engineers, a private f
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organization; and members-at-large were E. F. W. Alexander- 
son, F. Conrad, Dr. A. E. Kennelly, Maj. Gen. G. 0. Squier, 
Prof. E. M. Te:rry, and Dr. W. Wilson. The next meeting of 
the International Scientific Radio Union was to be held in 
Washington in 1927, at the same time as the Radiotelegraph 
Conference.
The second-mentioned group, the International Radio 
Congress, was organized in 1922 in Paris for the purpose of 
the "elaboration of international statutes of radio­
electricity. " This organization was to involve the study of 
judicial, administrative, and economic questions as they 
related to the stated purpose, and to collect documents on 
these subjects. The Congress was also to establish a 
permanent organ of conciliation and arbitration. The first 
international juridical congress (one having to do with the 
administration of justice), was held in Paris in April,
1925, with twenty-two countries p r e s e n t . T h i s  country 
had two observers present, Rep. Wallace H. White Jr. and 
W. Jefferson Davis. The first congress or conference of the 
organization succeeded in establishing an international
^^ ■°J. H. Dellinger, "The International Union of 
Scientific Radio Telegraphy," Science, LXIIII (December 31, 
1926), 638-39.
^^Louis g . Caldwell, "international Committee on 
Wireless-telegraphy," Air Law Review, I, No. 2 (1930), 
211-31.
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radio libreiry in order to make possible the widespread 
distribution of its reports.
The; Radio Congress opened its next meeting on May 30, 
1927, in Geneva with fifteen countries present plus a repre­
sentative from the League of Nations. The United States was
1 1 O
unofficially represented by a Mr. Hight and a Mr. Morns.iAJ 
Observers v/ere White and lawyer Davis and "we both attended 
all s e s s i o n s . T h o s e  present at the Geneva conference 
during the early simmer of 1927 considered proposals with 
reference to the conference to be held in Washington that 
fall and "did much to focus attention upon the consideration 
of questions which were later solved at the Washington Con­
ference. . . . The Washington meeting amplified and formu-
115lated more explicitly these basic statements." Six of
the delegates to the May, 1927, meeting, including White, 
had been delegates to the April, 1925, International Radio 
Congress and were delegates to the forthcoming Washington 
Radiotelegraph Conference.
"While America did not appear in the list of 
originators and sponsors" of the Radio Congress, "oar govern­
ment followed the proceedings closely, and we were interested
■^2W. Jefferson Davis, Radio Law (Los Angeles;
Parker, Stone and Baird Company, 1929), pp. 344-45.
^Caldwell, "International committee, " p. 212.
114w. Jefferson Davis, "International radio rela­
tions, " Georgetown Law Journal, XVI (June, 1928), 410.
11J*Ibid., p. 414. ll6Ibid., p. 410.
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1 1 7observers. "J--L ' These radxo congresses were initiated by 
radio experts and approved by the European governments 
although they were not officially sponsored by the govern­
ments. The organization served mainly as a guide to 
European countries in learning both about the law of radio 
and about some practical means of enforcing regulations. H-8
•L^ -7Davis, Radio Law, p. 22.
H Sjbid., p. 344.
Caldwell in "international Committee" said at least 
two more juridical conferences were held by the international 
Radio Congress and an American chapter was formed. The third 
conference was in Rome; it opened in October, 1928; and the 
United States was represented by White and Davis.
The same source said an American section was organ­
ized in Washington in 1929. Officers were W. H. White, 
president; F. P. Guthrie, vice-president; W. R. Vallance, 
secretary; H. S. LeRoy, treasurer; L. G. Caldwell, chairman 
of executive council; and Col. S. Reber and Col. J. 0. 
Mauborgne, members of the executive council.
The fourth conference was held in a Brussels suburb, 
Liege, Belgium, in 1930. This country's observers, accord­
ing to the December 29, 1929, New York Times, were W. H.
White, Col. S. Reber, and L. G. Caldwell.
The conference was held from September 22 to Septem­
ber 26, 1930. The Americans presented a thirty-page paper, 
"Proposals and Report of American Section." It had taken 
months of preparation and was presented first in English, 
then in French and each representative at Liege was given a 
copy. (J. W. Guilder, "The juridical congress on wireless 
telegraphy at Liege," Air Law Review, II (January, 1931), 
p . 2 . )
Caldwell reported on page 216 of "International 
Committee" that the Americans were slow to get interested in 
international law. However, once they became interested 
they made up "for their tardiness in the past by very 
intensive work." The Americans immediately started a journal, 
held regular meetings (their first was on October 28, 1929), 
and organized committees.
The same source said European lawyers were interested 
in international law about communication before American 
lawyers for three reasons. One was that Europe was willing 
to engage in and support scholarly research for its own sake, 
a second was that it was a necessity because the countries 
are so close geographically to each other, and third was 
because of the many linguistic groupings.
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The third organization which studied and brought 
problems to the Washington Conference was the International 
Broadcasting Union. This "unofficial organization" was 
meant to serve as a guide for European countries both as to
the law of radio and the practical means of enforcing regu-
119lations. The group began meeting on April 3, 1925, in
Geneva after a preliminary conference in London.120 The 
preliminary conference had been convened by the British 
Broadcasting Corporation to discuss what should be done to 
bring order out of the "chaotic [broadcasting] conditions
I  0 *1
confronting the various countries."-'-64- its aims and pur­
poses were the exchange of views on all questions presenting 
a genuine interest for world broadcasting, the examination 
of proposals relating to distribution among the organiza­
tions concerned of the available short waves, and considera­
tion of whether and to what extent it is desirable to 
establish a permanent contact among organizations for the 
study of problems raised by long-distance broadcasting and 
foreign exchange of programmes.122
There were forty-three nations from all over the 
world represented at the preliminary conference in London.
110W. J. Davis, Radio Law, p. 344.
120Keesinq's Contemporary Archives (London: 
Keesing's, Ltd., 1934-37, No. 1603D.
121Davis, Radio Law, p. 17.
122Keesinq1s (1934-1937), No. 2007F.
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The United States had seven persons there, including
White and Davis.124
The organization was needed to form a link between
various European and non-European organizations operating
broadcasting services and had no commercial object.12  ^ It
was created to deal with technical matters and soon it
became a center of study and research for all problems con-
1 2£nected with broadcasting. This also led to publishing. °
The broadcasting union met four times yearly, usually in 
127Geneva. *■' The International Broadcasting Union was affili­
ated with the International Radio Congress and sent repre­
sentatives to the latter1s meetings, including the most 
recent one in 1927 in Geneva.12®
123Keesinq1s. No. 2267F.
124Davis, "International radio relations," pp.
400-14.
125Louis G. Caldwell, "International radio chron­
icle," Journal of Radio Law, I (October, 1931), 647-51.
126uArno Huth, Radio Today; the present state of 
broadcasting (New York: Arno Press/New York Times, 1942) ,
p. 139.
127Keesing1s, No. 2007F and No. 2267F.
*1 O Q
°Davis, "International radio relations," pp.
400-14.
At least one meeting was held subsequent to the 
Washington Conference. The group met in Rome from October 
20, 1931, to October 23, 1931. No mention was made of the 
United States. (L. G. Caldwell, "international radio chron­
icle," Journal of Radio Law, II (January, 1932), pp. 235-36.)
137
The emphasis of each of the three special interest 
groups, formed outside of the established international 
radio organization, was different, but all were involved in 
improving radio communication. Each recognized the need for 
cooperation. The International Scientific Radio Union worked 
for the technical improvement of the medium, the Radio 
Congress emphasized international law, and the international 
Broadcasting Union concentrated on broadcasting matters.
Americans were observers at the meetings oi these 
three organizations which influenced the Washingtor Confer­
ence. As far as was ascertained, American observeis to these 
European-oriented radio groups were not given any instruc­
tions, nor did the observers file an official report. The 
Americans, as well as the others present at the meetings, 
must have learned a great deal from each other, both in 
specialized know-how and personal relationships, that con­
tributed to the third radiotelegraph conference. 3t was 
probably at least these three groups which prompted the 
League of Nations to ask for the postponement from 1925 to 
1927 of the Washington Conference.
The amateur radio operators, strong in this country, 
did not agree with the request of the League of Nations. 
Kenneth B. Warner, a prominent amateur operator and writer 
in technical journals, said, "We feel that there are too 
many matters of great importance now pending for this inter­
national conference to be postponed. It should be held not
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later than the Winter of 1925. "-*-29
The conference was postponed until October of 1927, 
and problems concerning technical matters, international 
law, broadcasting and amateurs were discussed in the interim.
The amateurs in this country numbered in the 
thousands, and their organization was the American Radio 
Relay League, officially constituted in 1 9 1 4 . It was a 
"national organization of all the radio clubs of the United 
States and it stood for good organization, good government, 
and good radio."131 The national club published a magazine, 
QST, that was the "clearing house of the ideas and experi­
ments of the members."132
■^^k . B. Warner, "Interesting Things," p. 602.
■^^Hiram p. Maxim, "The Amateur in Radio," in Radio, 
ed. by Irwin Stewart (Philadelphia: American Academy of
Political and Social Sciences, 1929), p. 32. The Radio Act 
of 1912 provided for a call book containing the names of all 
the amateurs who had passed the necessary tests to secure 
transmitting licenses. This book showed "there were several 
thousand highly enthusiastic amateurs in the United States."
Soon after the call book was issued, "a large number 
of radio clubs came into existence. The value of these 
clubs . . . was very great, for there were at that time 
practically no books that adequately handled the subject.
By providing a meeting place where members could gather and 
exchange ideas and practice information, the early club did 
much to further the art. . . .  It was in the Radio Club of 
Hartford that the relay idea which finally became the Ameri­
can Radio Relay League, or ARKL, first took form."
131James M. Herring and Gerald C. Gross, Telecom­
munications: Economics and Regulation (New York: McGraw-
Hill Book Co., 1936), p. 33.
333Ibid. The first amateurs were apt to be "solitary 
experimenters. Occasionally, they used their apparatus for 
communication; but mostly, they were not even aware of each 
other's existence. 'Attic experimenters' and 'basement
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Another organization of United States amateurs, the 
National Amateur Wireless Association, was organized about 
1915, under the auspices of the Marconi Company. Its 
officers were William Marconi, nephew of the founder of the 
British Marconi System; J. Andrew White, Dr. Alfred M. Gold­
smith, professor at City College of New York, Dr. A. E. 
Kennelly, professor at Harvard University, and Hiram P.
Maxim, inventor and author. Its publication was Wireless 
World.133
Both amateur groups were used as an aid to national 
defense and contributed to the American war effort.L34 All 
amateur stations were closed when the United States became 
one of the Allies. At that time the Army and Navy needed 
hundreds of radio operators quickly but did not have suf­
ficient time to train them. An appeal was made to the 
amateurs through the American Radio Relay League to volunteer 
for those posts. 03 Amateur radio enthusiasts provided about
laboratorians' were phrases aptly descriptive of this period.
. . . [By 1908] apparatus and technique had improved suffi­
ciently to enable communication over distances of a few miles, 
Acquaintanceships among experimenters in the metropolitan 
areas widened in ever increasing circles. Radio clubs 
sprang up in many of the large cities, beginning in 1909."
l^^New York Times, November 26, 1915, p. 8.
134Ibid.
•^^Maxim, "The Amateur." Maxim was the founder of 
the American Radio Relay League. (Herring and 
Gross, Telecommunications, p. 91.)
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4,000 trained radio operators to the military service, "the 
most important corps possessed by any of the combatant 
nations and an important factor in the winning of the
The American amateurs were a political body whose 
collective voice was to make itself heard by the American 
delegations at succeeding conferences because of their 
number and specialized contribution to the war effort. After 
the war, the American Radio Relay League was stronger than 
before.
The League also explored new frontiers in wave 
lengths. The 1912 radio law had banished amateurs to what 
was then regarded as the useless wave length below 200 
meters. It was amateurs who explored the short-wave lengths
^••^Herring and Gross, Telecommunications, p. 92.
Not all amateurs, whatever their nationality, were 
responsible persons. In May of 1914, "a message was received 
in Japan, allegedly from the American liner Siberia, saying 
that it was aground sinking off the coast of Formosa.
Vessels at once rushed to her aid, but meanwhile the Siberia 
arrived at Manila next day, having been nowhere near Formosa 
and knowing nothing of the distress call." (Alvin I . Harlow, 
Old Wires and New Waves (New York: D. Appleton-Certury,
1936), p. 469.)
The same source said police searches were usually 
not made for the trickster as usually the names and locations 
of the offenders were unknown. Neither was there a law to 
cover such pranks. When such offending amateurs were "remon­
strated with by air, these were apt to respond with curses 
and obscenity."
137The amateurs contributed to the armed forces and 
there was a return to their organization on that contribu­
tion. Maxim in "The amateur" said that the military training 
of many members showed in better internal discipline, better 
cooperation and greater loyalty to their organization.
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below 200 meters and found ways to utilize wave-lengths down 
to 20 meters. This was important to the development of 
radio as "directly or indirectly, it may be said from the 
fruit of this embryo amateur research have sprung many 
important developments in the radio art."13®
An International Radio Relay League was formed in 
Paris in 1025 with amateurs from thirty countries present. 
Their aim was to further international amateur radio and 
secure legislation favorable to amateurs all over the 
world.139
Amateurs were also responsible for the exploration 
of an ultra-shortwave region. They developed simple, 
reliable equipment for operation in the ultra-high-frequency 
region and were the first to comprehensively record and
13®Herring and Gross, Telecommunications, p. 93.
The New York Times of February 18, 1922, reported 
on two speeches given to the amateurs. William Terrell, 
Department of Commerce radio specialist, said there may be 
a system of grading amateurs so the more proficient may be 
accorded greater privileges. Another speaker was Dr. E. F. 
W. Alexanderson, chief engineer for the Radio Corporation 
of America. He said that his company would cooperate with 
the amateurs by suggesting to the government "that adequate 
wave-lengths be set aside for stations" so that "their 
activities may be carried on and extended rather than 
restricted." The second speaker did not mention grading or 
licensing.
139Maxim, "The amateur," p. 35.
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evaluate its fundamental characteristics.14® Periodically, 
they arranged for international testing of their efforts. 
After two previous tests, the third was scheduled for 
November, 1925, but because of unfavorable weather con­
ditions was postponed until January, 1926. One hour a day 
for seven consecutive days was set aside for the Inter­
national Radio Broadcast Tests. Five of the days were used 
for transmission between North America and Europe and the 
other two days were between North and South America.141
Herring and Gross, Telecommunications, p. 93. 
Maxim in "The amateur," on page 35, said that 
amateur radio has a more important destiny to fulfill than 
mere scientific attainment, and that destiny is the further­
ance of world peace. War is founded on hate, and hate, in 
turn, on ignorance. Peace is the result of understanding, 
and with hundreds of citizens of every country of the world 
conversing nightly with each other through the medium of 
privately-owned and operated radio transmitters and 
receivers, there will come about an international under­
standing and fellowship the like of which the world has 
never before seen.
The editor of QST. K. B. Warner, commented 
To us the most fascinating angle to this amateur 
game is that it isn't a rich man's sport, and it doesn't 
take an expert. It's wide open to everybody. . . . Amateur 
radio is performing a powerful service in the advancement of 
world-understanding. (K. B. Warner, "Interesting Things 
Interestingly Said," Radio Broadcast (September 25, 1930), 
p. 603.)
14.LwiHiS k . Wing, "What happened during the 1926 
international tests," Radio Broadcast (May, 1926), pp. 647-
51. Usually the results of the experiments were written up 
objectively in scientific journals but more personal aspects 
were revealed in at least two accounts of this third test 
which was to analyze some innovative broadcasting equipment^ 
The difficulties encountered were summarized as 
follows: "This year's international tests ran into diffi­
culties with a vengeance. It seems as though nature, as 
well as the bloopers, were making all efforts to keep 
America for the Americans, it probably pleased many of our 
short-sighted senators to think that circumstances were
143
The consequence of the week's efforts emphasized the 
undesirable character of the regenerative receiver, part of 
the broadcasting equipment being tested, especially in the 
hands of unskilled or careless users. The International 
Radio Relay League, as well as the American League, was 
getting ready to alert the third worldwide conference about 
some of the problems the amateur encountered that affected 
the "progress of the art." Such experiments by amateurs 
were often of interest to industry.
In the meantime, the International Bureau in Berne 
had prepared and circulated a Book of Proposals several 
months prior to the opening of the conference in Washington. 
The book was compiled from replies received to requests for 
modifications of the London Convention and the more-or-less 
revised drafts since then. The suggestions or formal pro­
posals were submitted from governments or administrations in 
charge of operating radiotelegraph services, from groups of 
private operating companies, and private or public inter­
national organizations which had interests to protect or to
doing so well to keep us from being contaminated by touch, 
even over an ether channel, with our transatlantic fellow 
men." (J. B. Morecraft, "The recent international radio 
broadcasting test," Radio Broadcast (April, 1926), p. 654.)
A Canadian newspaper, according to page 647 of Wing's 
"What happened," commented editorially: "International
radio week is proving to be a howl, instead of the howling 
success it was hoped to be. . . . Unlicensed bloopers were 
the cause." The bloopers were the unskilled amateurs who 
did not participate in the tests and caused a great deal of 
interference.
promote.
The Book of Proposals had two columns on each page. 
The left-hand column listed the articles of the 1912 conven­
tion and the 1920 draft. The right-hand column matched the 
left in topic with the proposals, the amendments, and the 
insertions to be considered for the 1927 conference. There 
were 601 pages and 1,768 proposals. The proposals of the 
United States were included in the Book of Proposals.
A few months after the collection of proposals in
book form was circulated, seven separate booklets, each
called a Supplement, were issued by the Berne Bureau.
The supplements contained proposals which were reactions or
additives to the Book of Proposals, submitted by countries
or organizations or by thirteen companies which had acted as
consultants to nine countries in drafting this issue. The
United States was not one of the nine countries, but the
Radio Corporation of America was one of the thirteen com- 
145panies.
Supplement No. One had ten parts, and they will be
-*-42john D. Tomlinson, The International Control of 
Radio Communication (Ann Arbor: Edward Brothers, 1945),
p. 59.
143prop0sals for the International Radiotelegraph 
Conference of Washington (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1927).
144stewart, "conference of Washington."
•^^Ibid., and Supplements introduction (Washington: 
Government. Printing Office, 1927), pp. 5,~6.
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discussed briefly and separately because this country made 
comments about them that clearly show United States policy. 
The format of most parts was similar to that in the Book of 
Proposals. The pages were divided into two parts, length­
wise. The left-hand side had a copy of an article from an 
earlier conference. The right-hand side listed new pro­
posals and comments alphabetically by country or group of 
origin. Only the United States reactions are noted.
Part I contained twenty-three articles and on four 
of them there were no comments and on nineteen there were 
minor comments.-*-^
Part II: "Radiotelegraph Convention of London (1912)
and proposals of a miscellaneous nature concerning the con­
vention and final protocol. 1 Article 1 defined the scope of 
convention. There were no United States comments.
Part III: "Proposals or considerations of a general
nature concerning the whole or a part of the regulations, 
appendices, and supplementary provisions." The United States 
wrote a lengthy, detailed, and explicit explanation to this 
part and titled it, "General Considerations." in this the 
United States explained its almost unique relationship with 
its electrical communication companies. Following is a
146y/hen the United States made minor or brief 
comments about separate proposals, they were in one of the 
four following forms: (1) "Delete," (2) "This is believed
to be a matter for agreement among the managements," (3) the
information has been covered elsewhere, or rarely, (4) this 
country agrees with another country and then the United 
States names the other country.
146
summary, very much abbreviated digest of the content.
The United States believes that in international 
electrical communications there are two classes of sub­
jects to be considered. First are those which concern 
sovereign governments as governments, and not as com­
munication agencies, and which are therefore suitable 
for inclusion in a formal covenant between sovereign 
states. Such subjects deal with the governments' 
concern for the protection of the public interest; for 
seeing that the public is accorded reasonable treat­
ment; for preventing discrimination among users; secrecy 
of messages; avoidance of interference; the governments' 
obligation with respect to the safety of human life and 
to marine and aerial navigation; and related subjects.
The second class of subjects includes those which 
deal with economic and technical principles and methods 
of operation, which are of concern to the managers of 
the service. They deal with such subjects as plant and 
traffic regulations, tariffs, operating procedure and 
routing, classes of traffic, technical applications, 
etc.
Generally speaking, matters of the first class, 
those of direct concern to sovereign governments, have 
been hitherto embodied in that portion of international 
agreements known as the 'convention,' while those of the 
second class have been relegated to a separate portion 
termed the 'regulations.'
It is . . . impracticable to permit . . . private 
enterprises to take any active part in drawing up formal 
compacts between sovereign states. Yet there lave been 
included in such compacts provisions vitally ai fecting 
the business of such private enterprise without embodying 
the experience and recommendations of the privc.te 
enterprises concerned, in matters which deal solely with 
the details of the conduct of their business.
The Government of the United States has found it 
expedient to adhere to the previous international radio­
telegraph convention [although it has modified] its 
adherence and its agreement to proposals for inter­
national conventions by declarations and reservations 
asserting that it did not intend to impose on manage­
ments under its jurisdiction detailed regulations not 
in consonance with its national laws and principles.
The United States therefore proposes herewith a 
convention and regulations embodying only subjects 
which are in its opinion matters of direct concern to 
sovereign governments as such, and therefore suitable 
for inclusion in a formal international agreement 
between sovereign states. All other matters pertaining 
to the conduct of international communications, of vital 
concern to managements of communication services, but 
not directly to sovereign governments as such, are by
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the terras of this proposed convention and regulations 
left entirely to agreement among the interested 
managements.
Part IV: "Proposals of a miscellaneous nature con­
cerning the regulations and appendices. (General radio­
telegraph regulations.)" The united States commented on 
thirty-one of the thirty-four articles connected with the 
regulations and on all seventeen appendices. Six of the 
comments on regulations and on one appendix were detailed 
and extensive.'1'^
Part V: "Proposals concerning the supplementary
provision." The United States commented on thirteen out of 
the fourteen articles and three were detailed comments.
Part VI: "Proposals concerning the international
code of signals."
In circular no. 196 of May 12, 1926, the Inter­
national Bureau gave the administrations confirmation 
of the fact that Great Britain proposed to embody in 
the draft of the new international code of signals a 
number of items to be examined by a special subcom­
mittee at the time of the Washington Conference; and 
that the Government of the united States of America, 
approving this proposal, requested that the governments 
interested kindly send to Washington representatives 
qualified to discuss this matter.148
The united States made no additional remarks.
Part VII: "Proposals concerning the safety of life
at Sea." The United States comment was as follows:
When the United States comment was more than a 
brief or minor comment, it is labeled . "detailed and exten­
sive. "
^ ^ Supplements, p. 501.
148
The American Government has considered that the 
provisions of the international convention for the 
safety of life at sea, as of January 20, 1914, in so 
far as they deal with radiotelegraphy, should also 
be discussed at the Washington Conference.149
Part VIII: "Proposals concerning aerial navigation."
An International Commission for Air Navigation, C.I.N.A., 
was held in Paris in November of 1926. Their proposals for 
radiotelegraphy as it affected them were included in this 
part. The American comment was
The Government of the United States of America, 
through its Legation at Berne, draws the attention 
of the International Bureau to the interest attending 
the discussion at that conference of all questions 
relating to the establishment of the radio stations 
necessary for aerial navigation, the conditions 
which they must satisfy and the method of using such 
stations. The American Government believes, there­
fore, that it would be useful to invite the adminis­
trations to send to the International Bureau all 
proposals that they might have to present on all 
matters dealing with radio communication in aerial 
navigation.
An addendum pointed out that the International Commission 
for Air Navigation was begun on July 10, 1922, and was 
officially supported by twenty-three countries from all over 
the world. The United States was not one of them. The 
"Government of the United States of America" invited the 
International Commission for Air Navigation to send a 
representative to the upcoming radiotelegraph conference in 
Washington.
149The 1914 Safety of Life at Sea Conference was the 
first of three such conferences. They were international 
radio conference and had American participation. The three 
international meetings are treated as a unit after the 
Washington Conference.
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Part IX: "Proposals concerning private radio trans­
mitting installations." The United States made no comment.
Part X: "Draft of management regulations for an
international radio service proposed for consideration of 
the International Radiotelegraph Conference at Washington.1 
The American comment was "The accompanying draft of manage­
ment regulations, relating to the management and operation 
of international radio service, is proposed by radio 
operating companies of the united States of America for 
consideration by the radio administrations and the operating 
companies of the world engaged in international public 
service." J
Supplement No. Two was an account of a meeting held 
in London on July 27 and 28, 1927, by the committee on Wire­
less Telegraphy, part of the International Shipping Con­
ference. The purpose was to consider the agenda of the 
forthcoming Washington Conference. The discussion revolved 
around the importance and the relationship of radio and 
shipping. It was resolved that the Washington agenda should 
not include any "use of wireless at sea for safety purposes," 
and that all wireless questions affecting the shipping 
industry should be taken care of separately. The United 
States had representatives at the London meeting, but they 
were not identified.
l50The "draft of management regulations" were the 
basis of the 1927 conference's Supplementary Regulations.
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Supplement No. Three contained the proposals by- 
Italy on a great many of the articles. The United States 
was not mentioned.
Supplement No. Four was submitted by the Committee 
of Synoptic Weather Information about meteorological radio- 
telegrams. The United States was not mentioned.
Supplement No. Five was missing.
Supplement No. Six was submitted by the Second 
International Radio Congress. The United States made no 
comments.
Supplement No. Seven was submitted by China and the 
United States had no comments.
Much time, effort, and money by governments, organi­
zations, and individuals had gone into preparations for the 
Washington Conference. Apparently the world thought it 
worthwhile. The stage was now set for the third inter­
national radiotelegraph conference.
Third Radiotelegraph Conference, 1927
The third international radiotelegraph conference 
opened in Washington on October 4, 1927, to revise and 
update the 1912 radiotelegraph convention and regulations. 
Preparations had been in the process for this meeting almost 
since the second or 1912 London conference. The third con­
ference, originally scheduled for 1917, had been postponed 
because of the war and the consequent dislocation of electric 
communication facilities. The interim between the second and
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third conferences had seen meetings between the Allies, both 
in Europe and the United States, meetings of organizations 
with similar but specialized interests, and the circulation 
of the Book of Proposals with subsequent supplements.
Preliminary work in Washington, under the aegis of 
the departments of State and Commerce, included having 
representatives at many of the interim international meet­
ings. It also meant (1) naming of American delegates to 
represent both government interests and private interests, 
then the formal appointment of the delegates by President 
Coolidge; (2) forming of committees; (3) extending the 
invitations to all the powers recognized by the United 
States that were signatory and adhering to the 1912 conven­
tion; (4) formulating and submitting to the Berne Bureau for 
compilation and delivery to all contracting powers the 
American proposals for modification of the provisions of the 
last convention; and (5) classifying, translating, and 
publishing the resulting 1,750 proposals in the Bureau's
1 Cl
Book of Proposals. J
There were nearly 300 government delegates from 
seventy-nine countries plus about seventy-five representa­
tives of communication companies and other interested
157international agencies. J
•^51h . S. LeRoy, "International conference," pp. 86-90.
■^^U. S., Department of Commerce, Annual Report of 
Chief of Radio Division to Secretary of Commerce for fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1928 (Washington: Government Printing
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The; United States delegates were Secretary of Com­
merce Herbert H. Hoover, chairman of the delegation and 
president of the conference? Adm. W. H. G. Bullard, super­
intendent of the naval radio service and a delegate to the 
1914 Safety of Life at Sea Conference? Gen. John G. Carty, 
vice-president of American Telegraph and Telephone Company? 
Assistant Secretary of State William R. Castle Jr.? Capt. 
Thomas T. Craven, director of naval communication? Judge 
Stephen Davis, vice-president of the conference and director 
of the joint committee of the national utility associations? 
Dr. Arthur E. Kennelly, Harvard professor and delegate to 
the 1921 Paris radio conference? Col. Samuel Reber, asso­
ciated with Radio Corporation of America? Maj. Gen. Charles 
McK. Saltzman, chief of the army signal corps? Sen. E. D. 
Smith, member of interstate Commerce Commission? W. D. 
Terrell, chief of radio division of Department of Commerce 
and delegate to the 1912 radio conference? William R. 
Vallance, assistant solicitor of the Department of State and 
technical assistant to a 1924 Western Hemisphere conference? 
Sen. James E. Watson, head of Interstate Commerce Commis­
sion? John Beaver White, electrical engineer and observer at
Office, 1928), p. 64.
According to page 151 of From Semaphore, there were 
representatives from eighty countries and sixty-four private 
companies. Another source said there were 378 emissaries 
from industry and private companies with seventy-nine 
administrations represented. (H. S. LeRoy, "The international 
radiotelegraph conference," American Bar Association Journal, 
XIV (February, 1928), 86.)
153
the 1925 Paris telegraph conference; Congressman Wallace H. 
White Jr., third in command of the delegation, delegate to 
a 1924 Western Hemisphere conference, observer at the 1925 
Paris telegraph conference, and observer at many European 
radio-related conferences; and Owen D. Young, chairman of 
the board of directors of Radio Corporation of America and 
General Electric Company, and delegate to a 1921 Western 
Hemisphere conference.
The nineteen technical advisers were named by the 
State Department. They were Edgar B. Calvert and Charles F. 
Marvin, Department of Agriculture; William R. Blair and 
Joseph 0. Mauborgne, Department of the Army; R. J. Mauerman 
and E. M. Webster, Treasury; Louis W. Austin, Arthur 
Batchellor, J. H. Dellinger, W. E. Downey, and Eugene 
Sibley, Department of Commerce; Roswell H. Blair, Lowell 
Cooper, W. S. Hogg Jr., S. C. Hooper, A. J. Price, and F. H. 
Roberts, Department of the Navy; W. W. Brown, Interstate 
Commerce Commission; and H. C. Meers, Shipping Board.-*-53
Laurens Whittemore, formerly a physicist in the 
Bureau of Standards, was appointed Secretary of the dele­
gation.-*-^ Representatives of United States private
153jqew York Times, July 11, 1927, p. 22. According 
to an undated memoranda in the Washington Conference folder 
of Hooper's private papers, one technical adviser for the 
Navy, John H. Hammond Jr., delegate to the 1912 radio con­
ference, resigned before the names were made public. He 
"pleaded the pressure of other interests outside the 
country." S. c. Hooper took his place.
^ ^ New York Times. July 10, 1927, Sect. VIII, p. 15. 
The same newspaper reported that Whittemore had been active
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companies were on the conference committee in Washington 
and were accorded an equal voice with their government1s 
official delegates. "As any country could obtain membership 
on any of the regular committees by a simple request, all 
countries had a chance to give their viewpoints and ordi-
1 c c
narily could and did have equal votes.
The first meeting of the whole American delegation 
was on June 22, 1927, although committees and interested 
organizations had held pertinent meetings for months and 
years prior to that. The second meeting of the whole dele­
gation was on July 7.^® The delegations met from October 4 
to November 5 in the Chamber of Commerce Building which had 
been erected on the site of the home of Daniel Webster and 
which was across the park from the White H o u s e . T h e
with Hoover in national radio conferences as a technical 
expert and had an unusual amount of tact.
l55Leslie B. Tribolet, The International Aspects of 
Electrical Communications in the Pacific Area (Baltimore:
The Johns Hopkins Press, 1929), p. 24.
Representatives of private companies "were permitted 
to speak on any pertinent topic which might concern them 
. . . at the discretion of the chairman." (Sen. Doc., Ex.
B., "Rules of the Conference," Article Four, p. 125, from 
Clark, Communication, fn. p. 196.)
156Tribolet, Electrical Communications, p. 24.
■*-^7New York Times, September 25, 1927, p. 22; October 
9, 1927, sect. IX, p. 17; and October 23, 1927, sect. IX, p. 
19. Each official representative, United States and foreign, 
received an identification card with the likeness of Benjamin 
Franklin on it. The card served for admission to all con­
ference functions and such extras as entertainment, meals, 
etc. Some of the extras were trips to the Naval Academy,
Mt. Vernon, the Bureau of Standards, and the Naval Observa­
tory; sightseeing around Washington, D. C. and around New
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plenary sessions were led by Hoover, chairman of the con­
ference and chairman of the American delegation.159 His 
second in t.he American delegation, who necessarily took over 
much of the work as chairman of the delegation, was Judge 
Davis, described as a "calm and natural" administrator.159
There were at least three procedural innovations 
worth mentioning at this conference. They concerned public 
access to the news, floor use of the telephone, and the 
distribution of chairmanships. The news media were invited 
to all the plenary sessions, contrary to usual European 
conference procedure. A press bureau was organized several 
weeks before the conference opened. There prepared state­
ments were given out and questions from press representatives
160were answered. Another first was that telephones were on
the floor of the conference so that delegates could be
161easily reached.
York City; a football game between the Academy and Duke 
University; and a farewell banquet given by the United 
States delegation.
The delegates were guests of the host country at a 
daily luncheon in an exclusive Washington hotel and at 4:30
had tea served in the patio of the Chamber of Commerce
Building. Many representatives wore their native dress 
which enlivened the appearance of the sessions.
15®Hoover was referred to as alert and "quick on the
trigger," also "calm, exceptionally terse." (New 
York Times, October 23, 1927, sect. IX, p. 19.1
159Ibid.
16QNew York Times, July 10, 1927, sect. VIII, p. 15.
•LS^-New York Times, October 23, 1927, sect. IX, p.
19. The service was by courtesy of the U. S. Army Radio 
Services.
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The American distribution of chairmanships and vice- 
chairman ships may have been disturbing to those who sup­
ported the status quo, especially the Europeans. The Berne 
Bureau recommended individuals for these posts although the 
host country had the actual responsibility for the assign­
ments. This country did not accept the Bureau's suggestions 
which concentrated the committee heads in Europe. The 
United States realized that a chairman has a great deal of 
control over the work of his committee, and that the chair­
manship confers prestige and status. This country then 
distributed the posts worldwide.
The scope of the conference was defined by the State 
Department on August 21, 1925, as follows:
The subjects to be discussed at the conference 
will include the revision of the international 
Radiotelegraph Convention and Regulations, signed 
at London on July 5, 1912, and the discussion of 
measures for the International supervision of com­
munication by radio between the large fixed stations; 
broadcasting, including the handling of press mes­
sages; radiotelephone; measures for elimination of 
interference; distress messages so as to take 
cognizance of increased uses and classes of service; 
radio aids to navigation; and other purposes for 
which radio has been used as a result of the develop­
ment of the art since 1912.163
President Calvin Coolidge gave the opening address 
of the conference and said its purposes were to "arrive at 
such modifications as may be necessary in our existing 
international treaties as will promote the wider use, reduce
162Tribolet, Electrical Communications, p. 26.
163Ibid.. p. 24.
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the conflicts, and stimulate the further progress of radio 
in international communication." He added that radio should 
be used to promote accord among the peoples of the earth.
He commended to all the delegates "the adoption of the 
policy of candid discussion, generous conciliation and wide 
cooperation, "164
The chairman of the conference, Hoover, was more 
specific in his welcoming remarks. He said, "Without 
successful revision to meet increasing use and new discovery 
in radio, we shall have such disorder in traffic as to 
greatly diminish its service to the world." He also pro-
165posed the merging of the radio and telegraph conventions.
The problems before the conferees involved the whole 
field of radio: international supervision of international
communication between ships at sea, and between ships at sea 
and the shore; service of the press by wireless; commercial 
wireless agencies; amateur radio; broadcasting; and naviga­
tional and distress features of the radio communiccition 
s y s t e m . A  more general way of stating the main issues of 
the conference was to say they concerned freedom of the air; 
transmission of communication; secrecy of communication; 
transmission of news and security of human life; questions 
of commercial and industrial property; and intellectual,
•^^ N e w  York Times, October 5, 1927, p. 24.
165ibid.
New York Times, October 2, 1927, sect IX, p. 18.
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167literary and artistic copyrights.
There were two immediate, recurring, internal prob­
lems of the conference. They concerned first language and 
then membership with voting. The other important problems 
on which the United States took a stand were arbitration, 
the allocation of wave lengths or frequencies, special kinds 
of interference, the status of the amateur and the recogni­
tion of "private initiative," over-regulation, combining the 
telegraph and radio conventions, and different kinds of 
regulations.
The official language used on the floor, ir trans­
cribed proceedings, and in the final documents, was French.
Through the efforts of the American delegation 
an agreement was reached whereby English was used for 
the discussions as well as French. Interpreters 
were provided by the American delegation. . . .
English texts were prepared and distributed by the 
American delegation.16b
169The official documents and texts were still m  Frerch.
167W . Jm Davis, International radio relations," 
Georgetown Law Journal, XVI (June, 1928), 400-414.
168u. s. Department of Commerce, Radio Division, 
Annual Report ending June 30, 1928, pp. 64-65.
16^ibid.
S. C. Hooper, in a hand-written entry in a small 
notebook, dated only "1915," and in his private papers 
included an incredible story. He wrote, "My first inter­
national conference, 1915. As chief of the Radio Division,
I was often called upon by the Superintendent of Naval Radio 
Service, Capt. Bullard, to accompany him when he needed 
technical advice. One day he phoned me at 9 a.m. to accom­
pany him to an 'International meeting' in the State Depart­
ment.
"There were about a dozen present, mostly foreigners, 
and all the discussion was conducted in French, which I
159
"Unofficial English translations were usually furnished by
the American delegation shortly after the distribution of
170the French originals. '
A second internal problem had to do with voting and 
membership. The United States had six votes at both the 
1921 and 1927 conferences, and they were allotted to her in 
this manner: one each for continental United States,
Alaska, Caribbean possessions, Pacific possessions, Panama, 
and the Philippines. Germany had six votes at the 1921 
conference but was allotted only one vote in 1 9 2 7 . The 
multiple votes in 1912 were allowed because of the stipula­
tion in Article Twelve of the Berlin Convention that each 
state was entitled to one vote for itself and no more than 
a total of six for itself and its possessions. Article 
Twelve of the London Convention repeated that each state was 
entitled to one vote but, if a government adhered to the 
convention for its colonies or possessions, then subsequent
conferences might decide such colonies or possessions should
17?be considered a country with a right to vote.
could not understand, so I kept quiet. Finally agreement 
was reached in a short one-page French document and signed 
by the delegates.
"As we walked back to the Department, I asked Capt. 
Bullard what it 'was all about' as I 'could not understand 
French.' He said, 'Oh I did not understand it either, but 
I signed the paper anyway because they never can interfere, 
with us across the Atlantic.'"
•*-7®Stewart, "Radiotelegraph conference,"p. 32. 
•l^ lftiew York Times, August 25, 1927, p. 24.
l72Malloy III, p. 3048.
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The "subsequent conference" of 1927 ruled that
Germany should have one vote. Germany claimed that the
number of votes she had at the earlier conference had been
because of her economic power, not her possessions per se.
Since her economic power in 1927 equalled that of 1912, she
173said she was again entitled to six votes. it was obvious
the relative importance of the countries had changed over 
the years. At the 1912 conference, five countries (united 
States, France, Germany, Great Britain, Russia), each had 
six votes while three countries had three votes apiece, 
three had two each and the others were allotted one vote 
each. At the 1927 conference, the United States, France, 
and Great Britain again had the maximum number of votes, but 
Germany was protesting her cut to one vote and Russia was 
not even there."*-74
Great Britain, China, and the United States each had
l73clark, Communications, p. 192.
174Ibid.
According to the October 26, 1927, New York Times, 
page 24, Russia had signed the 1912 London Convention but 
had not received an invitation to the 1927 conference. The 
host country was responsible for the invitations and the 
United States did not ask Russia as she did not recognize 
the USSR politically. The USSR formally protested to the 
Berne Bureau for the "political considerations" Washington 
had shown by excluding her. The Bureau sent the letter to 
the chairman of the conference. Hoover read the letter to 
the plenary assembly who heard it in silence— there were no 
overt reactions.
In turn, the Soviet government did not feel herself 
bound by any decisions reached in Washington. (Irwin Stewart, 
"Recent radio legislation," American Political Science 
Review. XXIII (May, 1929), 421-26.)
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a suggestion for voting representation but Great Britain 
objected to both the Chinese and the united States systems 
as she would not get as many votes under either of those 
systems as she would get under her own proposal. The United 
States was willing to support the Chinese idea but not the 
British proposed plan, and preferred her own, "a plan under 
which each contracting government should receive only one 
vote, the term 'contracting government' being narrowly 
defined."l75
W. R. Castle was chairman of the committee to handle 
176the matter of voting. Germany was allowed six votes this
177time "out of courtesy." The conference "met the decision
17ftwith applause." ' Italy and Japan also claimed they were
entitled to more votes than they had been allotted. Each
explained she had added colonies since 1912 and this should
179allow each of them more votes. A six-power meeting
between the United States, France, Germany, Great Britain, 
Italy, and japan was held for the last two named to present 
their case. This country said she never meant to force her 
will on the small powers. This country pointed out that her
policy conformed to the conference policy which was to try
175Stewart, "Radiotelegraph conference," p. 38.
176New York Times, October 26, 1927, p. 24.
l77New York Times, October 27, 1927, p. 38.
17®Clark, Communications, p. 192.
*~79New York Times, October 2, 1927, sect. IX, p. 18.
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1 o n
to reach unanimous agreement on all questions.
The United States suggested all reference to voting 
be eliminated from the convention and the problem should be 
submitted to the governments and worked out through diplo­
matic channels. This suggestion met with general agree-
1Q 1
ment. "it was determined that the next conference would
determine its own rules governing voting."18^
A problem related to voting and membership was who 
and how many should sign the convention for each nation. 
Although the United States offered to have only one signa-
T O O
tory, other nations wanted more. Delegate Castle was
chairman of a special subcommittee of the Convention Com­
mittee to decide on the ticklish question as to whether 
everyone at the conference had a right to sign the conven­
tion in as much as some individuals there were representing
units which normally would not be parties to an international 
1R4.agreement.
The decision by the American chairman was that the
~L8QNew York Times, November 9, 1927, p. 34.
•^8^New York Times, November 16, 1927, p. 20.
Department of Commerce, Radio Division, 
Annual Report ending June 30, 1928, p. 65.
I83fl[ew York Times, November 16, 1927, p. 20.
184An example of this would be persons representing 
the International Scientific Radio Union, international Radio 
Congress, international Broadcasting Union, and the American 
Radio Relay League, or a person representing a colony if that 
colony had no independent electrical communication system.
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1912 conference had recognized those units and those groups 
had helped set up the 1927 conference. For this time and 
this time only, there was "no authority to refuse to any 
participant the right to sign the document adopted by the
1 Q C
conference."XOJ
There is more than one kind of arbitration at a
conference. In addition to settling difficulties arising at
the conference, there was the need to make provision for
settling differences that might occur after the conference
was over. Disagreements could arise over radio claims which
conflicted because of agreements made at the conference. At
first, Argentina wanted compulsory arbitration in such
instances, but Europe wanted arbitration to be optional.
The United States offered a compromise— compulsory for those
186who wanted arbitration but optional for those who did not.
A week later the United States voted with Argentina
for a compulsory method of seeking settlement of 
187grievances. Another week passed before the reason was
revealed by this country for her change from the middle-of- 
the-road stance she had taken earlier. It was because the
188American delegation had received "direct executive orders." °
185stewart, "Radiotelegraph conference," p. 38.
186frjew York Times, November 6, 1927, p. 8.
New York Times, November 12, 1927, p. 14.
!New York Times, November 20, 1927, p. 26.
According to LeRoy, op, cit., pp. 86-90, the "execu­
tive" was the President figuratively but actually was the
164
The "executive," President Coolidge, and conference 
chairman Hoover both said the major task of the conference 
was the allocation of wave lengths among the various inter-
I Q  Q
national services. This country played a considerable
part in the allocations. S. C. Hooper, technical adviser 
and chairman of the allocation section committee, said his 
committee "prepared the initial frequency allocation 
table.1,190
Europe was unhappy over the United States proposals 
for the allocation of wave lengths when delegate craven pre­
sented them. To the Europeans, it seemed as if the American 
idea of regional agreements, was pitting the Western
State Department. The reasoning was that arbitration in 
radio deals with technical matters, not with the indepen­
dence and honor of the country. The State Department deals 
with the independence and honor of the country, not with 
technical radio matters. Since the State Department does 
not deal with technical matters, it need not get involved in 
arbitration of radio cases. The State Department had deter­
mined the earlier neutral stand before deciding arbitration 
was none of its business. The State Department "saved face" 
when it withdrew its compromise suggestion by saying it was 
doing so because of "direct executive order." The delega­
tion then voted the way it thought best.
189New York Times, October 9, 1927, sect. IX, p. 17.
190S . C . Hooper. "The Washington international Radio 
Convention, 1927." Hand-written entry in notebook. Private 
papers. He also said, "During World War I and for four years 
thereafter two international-allied conferences on radio and 
allocations were held. Lt. T. A. M. Craven did a good deal 
of the work on this. [presumably on the allocations.] H. 
served as general manager for the 1927 Conference, attended 
by all the nations. . . . [At the conference] I had charge 
of our delegation's efforts [on the allocations]. We met 
night and day for several months and were proud of our 
success. We had great difficulty obtaining agreement by the 
British and French, who were inclined to be backward in this 
subject."
165
Hemisphere against Europe.
The need for regional agreements had been seen by 
this country for many years. Due to the difference in time, 
there was no interference between European and American 
transmission. There had been problems in this hemisphere 
during the preceding several years between the United States 
and both her immediate neighbors to the north and to the 
south. This country had tried unsuccessfully to obtain a 
general allocation of wave lengths throughout the world at 
the abortive 1920 conference so the idea was not new.
Delegate Terrell said, "The frequency allocation 
adopted is not an allocation to countries. It is entirely 
an allocation to services, the stations of all countries 
having equal rights to the use of bands designated for a 
particular service." He also explained that "the frequency
•^ •^ New York Times, October 22, 1927, p. 14.
192W. J. Davis, "international radio relations," 
Georgetown Law Journal, XVI (June, 1928), 400-14.
On August 20, 1922, the New York Times reported that 
the world-wide allocation of wave lengths was discussed by 
W. S. Rogers when he spoke on communications at Williams 
College for the Institute of Politics. He analyzed the 
theoretic desirability of a single organization conducting a 
worldwide radio service suitably located throughout the 
world. He pointed out that this would conserve wave lengths
and would meet the general needs of the world community. A
world radio service would probably never happen, he added, 
because of national pride and military requirements. He said 
it would be most desirable for wave lengths to be allocated 
to various nations which in turn would allocate them to
private enterprise or their communication companies.
166
allocations to the various services conform in their major 
divisions to the assignments which have been used in the 
United States under the recommendations of the Fourth
i  q o
National Radio Conference. Terrell's statement seems to
indicate that this country's system was so good other 
countries were amenable to applying the provisions to their 
own systems.
All was not smooth sailing for the subcommittees of 
the Technical Committee, the group in charge of the wave 
length allocations. Prof. A. E. Kennelly, "an eminent
ig-a
Annual Report, ending June 30, 1928, of Department 
of Commerce, Radio Division, p. 65. The American system was 
as follows: 10 to 100 kilocycles (30,000 to 3,000 meters)—
stations engaged in point-to-point service; 100 to 550 kilo­
cycles (3,000 to 545 meters)— ship to ship, ship to shore, 
and aircraft; 300 kilocycles— radiobeacons; 375 kilocycles—  
radio-compass service, 500 kilocycle— distress wave; 550 to 
1,500 kilocycles— broadcasting; above 1,500 kilocycles— 1927 
conference recommendations, not used as recommended by 
Fourth National Radio Conference.
Delegate Hooper said in a lecture given at the Naval 
War College, Newport, R. I., April 23 and 24, 1936. "The 
frequency spectrum was broadly considered. . . .  No attempt 
was made to allocate the channels to the various nations of 
the world. The resulting treaty was confined merely to an 
obligation to avoid interference and divide up the entire 
radio frequency spectrum into bands to be devoted to the 
various kinds of services.
"The general results of the Washington Convention 
were regulating the use of bands of frequency channels for 
specific purposes. . . .  It established for each of the dif­
ferent bands specific purposes. . . . The Washington Conven­
tion was an outstanding effort towards the reduction of 
interference. Freedom was left for national determination 
of all questions which do not involve international inter­
ference. The Convention had before it the necessity of 
developing an organization of such elasticity that its pro­
visions would not interfere with the development of the 
radio art."
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physicist who had contributed valuable theories on the
propagation of waves," was in charge of Subcommittee No.
194One. After the second meeting of this subcommittee,
It was agreed that informal discussions among 
the delegations should be carried on in an effort to 
reach agreement on a draft which might serve as a 
basis for discussion. Ten days later, the United 
States delegation presented such a draft. . . .
There were few changes made in the draft in the 
course of its adoption, and because the draft itself 
was the product of extra-mural and unrecorded nego­
tiations, it is difficult to attribute credit for its 
success to any individuals or groups. The bitterness 
of certain countries which had been left out of the 
private negotiations helped to throw some light on how 
the agreement had been reached.195
Tied in with wave lengths and allocations and inter­
ference was the problem of spark sets. Spark sets were 
comparatively primitive radios, economical to operate, and 
used by the shipping industry. The sets could not keep to 
the frequencies assigned them; they therefore caused a great 
deal of interference and limited the effective use of the 
part of the spectrum assigned shipping as well as other 
parts of the spectrum. This country had long objected to 
their use. At this conference, the United States won a con­
cession from European interests by reaching an agreement 
whereby spark radio sets would be eliminated from shipboard 
by 1940.196
D. Tomlinson, The International Control of 
Radio Communications (Ann Arbor; Edwards Brothers, 1945), 
p. 141.
195Ibid.
•L9^New York Times, October 28, 1927, p. 19.
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"The efficient performance of radio's unique service 
necessitates freedom from (technical) interference. This 
can be assured only by closely coordinated regulation by 
political authority. To be effective, regulation must be 
synchronized in both the national and international 
realms.1,197
There was a wide variation in the qualifications of 
a ship's reidio operators. Article Six of the General Regula­
tions contained provisions relating to the issuance of 
certificates for ship radio operators. "These provisions 
differ but little from the present practice of the United 
States," said delegate Terrell.188
The present practice of the United States in regard
to the amateur radio operator was one of respect and 
199appreciation. There was a difference of opinior between
19?H. S. LeRoy, "Treaty regulation of international 
radio and short-wave broadcasting," American Journal of 
International Law, XXXII (October, 1938), 719.
19ftAnnual Report, ending 1928, p. 67.
The concluding documents of the radio conferences 
were usually of two kinds. One was the convention, a 
"formal covenant" between "sovereign governments ae govern­
ments and not communication agencies." The other hind was 
the Regulations which dealt "with economic and technical 
principles and methods of operation, which are of concern to 
the managers of the service." (u. S., Department of State, 
International Radiotelegraph Conference of Washington: Pro­
posals of the United States of America (Washington: Govern­
ment Printing Office, 1927), pp. 13, 14).
199New York Times, September 28, 1927, sect. II, p. 
2. In 1919, the newspaper report said the Secretary of the 
Navy, Josephus Daniels, wrote a letter about the amateurs to 
the American Association of Engineers to be read ah their 
annual meeting. He said, "Not only do we believe that the
169
the United States and Europe about the status of the amateur 
operators that was closely tied in with the allocation of 
wave lengths and with allowing "radio art" to develop with­
out interference. Amateur operations were in jeopardy in 
1927 because wave length allocations from the conferees were 
needed to keep them functioning. Japan and the majority of 
the Europeans at the conference attacked the activities of 
the amateurs in radio. Europe wanted so many restrictions 
placed upon them that it would have virtually eliminated 
them.200
The United States fought to recognize amateurs in 
international radio wave allocations. The United States won. 
After the conference the amateurs were on an equal footing
services of the amateurs during the war were a great aid to 
the country in time of need, but we also believe that every 
step should be taken to encourage amateurs in the future.
In addition the Navy Department realized that from the ranks 
of amateurs there have been and will be developed scientists 
of value to the radio art."
Hoover, as Secretary of Commerce, spoke highly about 
amateurs when he addressed a meeting of radio experts and 
broadcasters, prior to the Washington Conference. He said, 
"the amateurs or 'boys,' should have a definite wave band 
all their own. Some of the most useful ideas in radio have 
been developed by amateurs and these have redounded to the 
benefit of our country." (L. B. Tribolet, "Decade of 
American air policies," Air Law Review, IX (April, 1938), p. 
189.)
^®^H. S. LeRoy, "The International Conference," 
American Bar Association Journal, XIV (February, 1928), 88. 
No specific restrictions could be found to enumerate. 
According to Maxim in "The Amateurs," on page 155, "all but 
half a dozen" of the nations at the 1927 conference "were 
opposed to amateur radio in any form."
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with the government administrations, private corporations,
o n ]
and broadcasting interests. in 1927, there were approxi­
mately 25,000 amateurs in the world with 17,000 of them in 
this country. The American amateurs, through K. B. Warner, 
president of the American Radio Relay League, praised the
support given them by the American delegation but regretted
202the restrictions Europe successfully imposed upon them.
The amateur operators were allocated four exclusive bands or
wave lengths and two nonexclusive bands "to give the amateur
much greater assurance of making contact with one another
internationally." This country was supported by Canada,
on]
Australia, Italy, and New Zealand.
The United States influenced the conference a great 
deal about the status of amateur radio operators, but this 
country was not completely successful in negatively influ­
encing another matter. A conference decision which the 
United States did not support at first was the establishment 
of a technical advisory committee for radio, called "Inter­
national Radio Consulting Committee." The International 
Telegraph Union had established a consulting committee for 
telegraph much earlier. The radio group was to fill a
2Q-*-New York Times, October 21, 1927, p. 28.
Maxim on page 155 of "The amateurs" said Canada, 
Australia, and New Zealand supported the United States 
stand on amateurs from the beginning.
^O^LeRoy, "Radiotelegraph Conference," pp. 86-90.
^Q^Annual Report, ending 1928 of Department of 
Commerce, Radio Division, p. 66.
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similar need and to meet every year. It was to be composed 
of radio experts from national administrations and autho­
rized private radio operating companies.^04
This country opposed the proposed technical group 
because of the fear that a supervisory function might be 
added to its announced advisory function and this would
one
stifle private initiative and lead to over-regulation.
The United States was finally reassured of its advisory 
status only and offered four suggestions. These were 
included into the final proposal setting up the new con­
sulting committee. Specifically, the suggestions were (1) 
to reduce the commission's original powers, (2) to permit 
representatives of this country's private companies to have 
a voting voice in the commission, (3) to meet every two 
years instead of every year, and (4) to meet in the Nether­
lands instead of in G e n e v a . ^07
^O^Lloyd Espenscheid, "The International radio­
telegraph conference of Washington, 1927," Bell Telephone 
Magazine Quarterly, VII (January, 1928), 49.
205fljew York Times, October 15, 1927, p. 16.
206The New York Times of October 8, 1927 commented 
that the influence of private companies, mostly from this 
country, at the conference was apparently hard for some 
governments to understand. Some Europeans did not feel that 
two kinds of ownership, private and public, would or could 
work together. For instance, United States shipping 
interests protested publicly as private companies, not 
secretly through a government mouthpiece, against compulsory 
installations of radio equipment on all vessels.
^ 7New York Times. November 10, 1927, p. 20. Pro­
posed provisions to set up the committee prior to the United 
States entry into the discussions are not known.
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This country appreciated the abilities of "private 
radio initiative."20B unexpected support came from Senor 
Guglielmo Marconi who spoke at the Washington Conference in 
defense of the actions of the United States in protecting 
"private radio initiative from over-regulation."209 There 
was a struggle between those who wanted detailed regulations, 
e.g., the Europeans, and those who did not want to be over­
regulated, but who wanted recommendations made instead of 
rigid restrictions.
This country helped to ward off over-regulation at
the conference in line with its policy of not being "unduly
9 1 1restrictive of the radio art." The help given by the
United States applied to specific issues and general issues. 
The former included (1) the licensing of receiving sets, (2) 
special licenses for nonregulated stations, and (3) termi­
nology. A debate about Article Five
revealed the difference between the position of the 
United States and that of a number of European coun­
tries in the matter of licensing of receiving sets.
The United States Government has never attempted to 
require any such license, and the American delegation 
was continually on the alert to prevent the insertions 
of any provision in the convention or the regulation 
which would compel it to do s o . 2 1 2
208Stewart, "Radiotelegraph conference," p. 49.
209New York Times. October 20, 1927, p. 26.
2^°New York Times, October 9, 1927, p. 25.
91 1Stewart, "Radiotelegraph conference, " p. 49.
212xbid., p. 42.
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The status of nonregulated stations included amateur 
operators and government operators. Amateurs were discussed 
earlier. The United States stand on operators of government 
stations was consistent. "Our delegates stated that we 
wanted to make it clear that all our naval and military 
operators are not bound down by unnecessary restrictions, 
for instance in the matter of special licenses." The perti­
nent article "was amended to meet the views of the United 
States.1,213
The United States delegates, who worked for flexi­
bility and not too much regulation, felt that exact termi­
nology, or proper definition, would help in preventing 
recommendations from becoming regulations. The article on 
definitions, Article 1,
probably owes its existence to the United States as 
very few nations saw the necessity for definitions 
but rather the right to interpret terms in conformity 
with the customs of the country. Mr. Perart of Belgium, 
chairman of the drafting committee, remarked that when 
one writes a love letter, one does not define the word 
love at the top of the page.
The definitions adopted were almost the same as what the
United States had proposed.21^
As a result of conference actions, telegraph and 
radio would now have similar technical advisory bodies,
213Tribolet, Electrical Communications, p. 31. 
Reference was to Article 21.
21^Ibid.
The United States became aware of the need for defi­
nitions at the 1914 Safety-of-Life-at-Sea Conference. This 
conference is discussed later in the chapter.
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would continue to use the same Berne Bureau, and would have 
a more comparable internal organization. Would a combining 
of telegraph and radio conferences result in "better" con­
ferences?
The European nations wanted to merge telegraph and 
radio documents at this conference but the United States did 
not feel it could do this. Before the conference, the United 
States had said that if there were an "adoption of its pro­
posal for the future regulation of international radio com­
munication by means of a convention, the regulations 
appended thereto, and an international managerial contract," 
then she would be "in a position to consider favorably . . . 
an amalgamated international convention embracing all forms
pic
of international electrical communications.
Representatives of telegraph companies, land wire 
and submarine cable, appeared before the American delegation 
to declare their opposition to combining the two conventions. 
Representatives of radio companies told the American dele­
gation they would not be opposed to combining the two 
conventions if they were equally binding upon all con­
cerned.21®
This country proposed a resolution which the con­
ference approved requesting the nations of the world to study
21"%. s. Department of State, International Radio­
telegraph Conference in Washington, Supplement (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1927) , pp. 21, 23.
^ ^ New York Times, October 2, 1927, sect. IX, p. 18.
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further the possibility of combining the conventions.217 
The United States managed to forestall a merger of the con­
ventions because of her wish to protect the rights of
2i Q
private industry.
Great Britain claimed the United States was slowing
down the drafting of the convention because of this country's
insistence on her rights for private industry. Judge Davis,
vice-chairman of the American delegation, assured the other
delegations that the United States was not interested in
forcing its system of operating communication systems onto 
91 Qanyone else. x Congressman White, third in command of the 
American delegation, replied that this country did not 
insist on these rights being written into the convention but 
that the United States would be satisfied if only no provi­
sions of the convention ran counter to it.220
As has been mentioned earlier, the relationship of
217Lloyd Espenschied, "International Radio Technical 
Conference," Bell Telephone Magazine, VII (January, 1928),
45.
21®LeRoy, "Radiotelegraph conference," pp. 85-90.
21% ew York Times, October 26, 1927, p. 24.
220New York Times, October 18, 1927, p. 34.
One commentator earlier pointed out that this country 
"has never requested other nations to adopt its doctrine on 
the ownership of communication. It has simply stated its 
position, at the London Conference of 1912, at the Washington 
Conference in 1920, and at the Inter-American Conference at 
Mexico City in 1924, and asked that it be considered." (J.
G. Harbord, "America's position in radio communication," 
Foreign Affairs, IV (April, 1926), 473.)
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the United States to its electric communication companies 
was different from that of most of the other countries in 
the world. A review of that association is in order here.
The division of the subject matter of the con­
ference documents into two categories, governmental 
and management, is made necessary by the fundamental 
law and the long-established policy of the United 
States and conforms to the actual conditions within 
its territory.
The Government of the united States has, outside 
of its military establishments, no facilities for the 
transmission of messages for the public either by 
telegraph, cable, telephone, or radio. In keeping with 
its institutions generally, it has always stood com­
mitted to the principle of private ownership and 
operation, subject to such governmental regulations as 
may be necessary to prevent abuse and insure fair 
service. The communication systems . . .  of the United 
States were established and have grown up under this 
policy. They are private property, the ownership and 
management of which are limited only by those considera­
tions which, under American law, are applicable to such 
property when dedicated to public use. Such private 
ownership and right of management are complete, subject 
to such regulation as is necessary in the public 
interest.
The internal affairs of the companies, matters of 
administrative and operative practice, and generally 
all matters of corporate management, remain in the hands 
of the owner of the properties.
It is because of these considerations, peculiar to 
its laws and conditions, that the United States is pro­
posing a recognition of the essential differences 
between those fundamental principles, which are basic 
and permanent in the communication structure, and mana­
gerial matters which are of changing character. It 
suggests that the first may well be included in the 
convention as matters of direct governmental concern, 
but that the second should be left to determination of 
those upon whom rests the responsibility for exercising 
the initiative in rendering efficient service. So far 
as the United States is concerned this responsibility 
rests with the private operating agencies.
It is recognized that the conditions obtaining in 
other countries may make it unnecessary or undesirable 
to observe this distinction in their own jurisdictions, 
and to this of course the United States has no objection, 
but it proposes that the form of the convention be made 
such as to facilitate the adherence by this Government 
to the broadly regulatory part, relating to subjects on
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which it has made proposals, leaving to the operating 
agencies in the United States the effecting of arrange­
ments relative to management subjects.221
The United States took a strong stand on her basic 
policy, and two "salutary" effects for the future of American 
(and the world's) radio were noted. One was the dampening 
of the ardor of European administrations for intensive and 
stifling regulation of radio. Second was an appreciation of 
the advantages of freedom in conducting certain kinds of 
business.222
The two principal American objectives were achieved 
without sacrifice of any principles. First, the allocation 
of wave lengths to various international radio services was 
approved. Second, government interference was not forced 
into private radio operations.^23
At least part of the effectiveness of the Americans 
must have been due to the quality and discipline of its dele­
gates .
Although the United States Delegation represented 
more government departments and agencies than that of 
any other country, any disunity which may have developed 
among them was not disclosed in discussions at the Con­
ference. The same may not be said for some of the 
European delegations, where certain conflicts of
223-u . S., Department of State, Proposals for Radio 
Convention and Radio Regulations (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1927), pp. 3-7. This is similar to the 
"General Considerations" cited earlier.
222LeRoy, "Radiotelegraph conference," p. 87.
2 2 2 New York Times, November 25, 1927, p. 19.
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interest with delegations were displayed in the 
conference discussions.224
The conference was deemed successful by at least two 
knowledgeable writers. Irwin Stewart wrote
Some of the difficulties confronting [the] con­
ference appeared insurmountable even as late as the 
opening of the conference. The fact that the con­
ference was a success is a tribute to the ability 
and earnestness of the delegates, and to the decision 
of their governments that a working basis for the 
conduct of radio communications of the future must be 
found.225
Another commentator, H. H. Buttner, wrote
The successful outcome of the Conference depended 
on the subordination of national prejudices, mutual 
suspicions, and selfish local interests. The achieve­
ments of the delegates indicate that an unusual spirit 
of international accord governed the deliberation of 
the conference.226
The eight-page convention of 1927 included such 
items as the scope of convention, secrecy of correspondence,
224Tomi^nson> international Control, p. 137. It 
seems necessary to mention this division because of the 
treatment of the problems of allocation of frequencies to 
the different services. "When reference is made to aero­
nautical interests, those interests may include not only 
private air transport companies, but likewise the members of 
various delegates representing government departments inter­
ested in the use of radio in aeronautics, and the represen­
tatives of the international Commission on Air Navigation." 
The situation is the same in broadcasting. Broadcasting 
interests "may be represented by government officials charged 
with the operation or control of broadcasting or by govern­
ment delegates from smaller countries whose principal 
interest in radio is broadcasting, or by the representatives 
of the International Broadcasting Union."
^^Stewart, "Radiotelegraph conference, " p. 49.
226H. H. Buttner, "International radiotelegraph con­
ference at Washington," International Telephone Review 
(January, 1928), p. 71.
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investigation of violations, International Bureau adherences, 
and arbitration. The regulations of 1927 were separated
? ? 7into two parts, general and supplementary or managerxal. A 
The general regulations included articles of licensing, 
choice and calibration of apparatus, classification and use 
of emissions, allocations and use of frequencies and types 
of emission, experimental stations, interference, ship 
stations, aircraft stations, broadcasting stations, and 
routing of radiotelegrams. The supplementary or mana­
gerial regulations were "of vital concern to managements of 
communication services, but not directly to sovereign govern­
ments as such."^^
The United States signed both the convention and
2 2 7 was the United States private companies which 
"came up with the idea of two kinds of service regulations 
— Government . . . and Management. . . . Many, many meetings 
were held over a long period of time by representatives from 
Government departments and representatives of great American 
communication organizations." Manton Davis, "International 
radiotelegraph convention and traffic arrangements," Air Law 
Review, I (July, 1930), 362.
Because of the above suggestion, according to 
Stewart in "Radiotelegraph conference," p. 42, the United 
States influenced the proposed Article Twelve on "Charges," 
and the proposed Article Thirteen on "Regulations."
228u> s ., Department of State, Radiotelegraph Conven­
tion and General Regulations between United States and Other 
Powers (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1929) , pp.
69-74.
228y. s., Department of State, International Radio­
telegraph Conference of Washington: Supplements (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1927), p. 19.
An additional citation is Espenschied in "Radio­
telegraph Conference," p. 45, who said "Rates and references 
to the St. Petersburg Convention" are provided in the Supple­
mentary or Additional Regulations.
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general regulations, but not the supplementary regulations,
and neither did Canada nor Honduras. This country was host
and consequently was the depository for all three original
conference documents. The Senate Foreign Affairs Committee
did not receive a single protest against the convention or 
. 210the regulations. The two documents were approved by the
Senate on March 21, 1928, ratified by the President on 
October 8, 1928, and proclaimed in effect on January 1, 1929.
Conference Summary
The influence of the United States at the 1927 con­
ference seemed extensive. She created a unique climate for 
this international gathering which she hosted. This country 
excluded one of the most powerful countries in the world 
without hearing a dissent from the conference. She also 
established a more democratic base for awarding chairmanships 
and upheld the public's right to know what was going on at 
the conference. See Appendices b and C.
The efforts of the American delegation to have 
English as the second, although still unofficial, language 
were successful. Conciliation efforts on reaching at least 
a working, but temporary, accord or compromise on the voting
s.. Congress, Senate, Foreign Affairs Committee, 
International Radio Convention Hearings, 70th Cong., 1st 
sess., 1928, p. 15 from fn. in Clark, International Communi­
cation, p. 230. The same source noted delegate Castle as 
saying, on page 195, "The private companies practically 
wrote" them.
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problem were reached because of this country's leadership.
The United States had its way in the matter of 
arbitrating radio claims? allocating wave lengths worldwide, 
according to services and recognizing the possibilities of 
regional agreements? minimizing interference by setting a 
date for the outlawing of spark sets and establishing 
certificates for radio operators? and the granting of inter­
national status to amateurs.
This country managed to modify the plans for an 
interim technical advisory committee, and to ward off over­
regulation in the matter of excluding from the convention 
the mention of the licensing of receiving sets and obtaining 
special licenses for non-regulated stations. She also 
managed to stall on the merging of the telegraph and radio 
conventions and to separate the regulations into two parts.
The delegation of the United States, whether repre­
senting the government or other interests, worked as a team, 
a team which had prepared for the meet, and a team which put 
the national good above special interest groups. The goal 
of the United States seemed to be to combine man's technical 
ingenuity with natural elements to enable man's speech to go 
effectively beyond face-to-face communication.
Radio Related Maritime Conferences
First Safety-of-Life-at-Sea Conference, 1914
There were three Safety-of-Life-at-Sea Conferences, 
international conferences at which the United States was
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represented, that considered radio extensively. There were 
also meetings of two other international maritime groups, 
the International Meeting on Radio Aids to Marine Navigation 
and Intergovernmental Maritime Consultative Organization, 
devoted to an aspect of the use of radio.
The first Safety-of-Life-at-Sea Conference was an 
outgrowth of the second radiotelegraph conference held in 
London in 1912. Its immediate impetus was the Titanic 
disaster of almost two years earlier.  ^ The United States 
Congress had proposed an international conference be held to 
provide means for preventing such a disaster in the future
pop
and there was worldwide sentiment to this effect. The
United Kingdom called such a conference to meet in London in
1913. Fourteen of the principal maritime nations attended,
231e . m . Webster. Lecture to U. S. Coast Guard 
Academy. New London, Connecticut, January 11, 1946. S. C. 
Hooper's private papers.
According to the October 12, 1913, New York Times 
many lives were lost in 1912 when the Titanic went down 
because there was no radio operator on duty in a nearby ship 
and neither were there an adequate number of lifeboats. 
Another ship disaster soon after, the Volturno, also influ­
enced the suggestions made by delegates to this 1913-1914 
conference. Andrew J. Furseth, an American and speaker for 
the powerful international Seaman's Union, said the 
Volturno1s problem was a lack of enough trained men to 
handle the lifeboats. He did not express any interest in 
possible wireless inadequacies.
232^6 New York Times of January 25, 1914, said,
"The United States deserves much credit for having suggested 
and called into life the International Convention. . . . 
Ocean traffic is an international matter and questions 
vitally affecting it should be settled, if possible, by 
international agreement."
183
including the United States, from November 12, 1913 to 
January 20, 1914.233
Delegates represented both government and private 
industry. They were J. W. Alexander, Congressman and a 
professor; E. P. Bertholf, United States revenue-cutter 
service; Cc.pt. W. H. G. Bullard, superintendent of the naval 
radio Service; T. E. Burton, Congressman; Rear Admiral 
Washington L. Capps; E. T. Chamberlain, United States com­
missioner of navigation; Capt. George F. Cooper, naval 
hydrographer; Homer L. Ferguson, general manager of Newport 
News Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Company; Sen. J. Hamilton 
Lewis; Alfred G. Smith, vice-president of the New York and 
Cuba Mail Steamship Company; and George Uhler, United States 
steamboat inspection service.
None of the delegates to this conference had gone to 
the 1912 radiotelegraph conference, although Bullard did go 
to an international conference later. However, what happened 
at that earlier conference and other previous international 
maritime conferences influenced this one, just as this
233U. S. Senate, Safety-of-Life-at-Sea Conference, 
1914, Senate Documents 27, Documents of a Public Nature 11, 
63rd Congress, 2nd sess., Document No. 463 (Washington; 
Government Printing Office, 1914), p. 4.
23^This country had a history of cooperation with 
other nations in concerns pertaining to maritime affairs even 
before the advent of telegraphy. In 1865, the Tangier Agree­
ment was signed by the United States and others to establish 
an international lighthouse in Morocco. That agreement was 
kept up-to-date by periodic meetings. in 1889, the first 
Internatio3ial Marine Conference was held in Washington; it 
proposed various rules to prevent collisions and suggested
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one influenced later conferences that considered the use of 
radio, including the international radiotelegraph confer­
ences .
The purpose of the conference was to consider the 
use of radio at sea and make provisions relative to radio 
equipment on vessels at sea as well as to other matters 
relating to the safety of life at sea.^35
"The American wireless regulations were all agreed 
to by the European delegations." The two main features 
were, first, "to give the control of the apparatus and the 
supervision over the opere.tions of the employees to the 
United States Government, no matter what may be the nation­
ality of the ships, whether they are coming into or departing 
from American waters." The second item was that one code 
was to be used for distress calls although a country was 
permitted to preserve intact its private code signals for 
use in wartime. The Americans were unsuccessful in deter­
mining the number of men needed to man ships, lifeboats, and 
life-rafts, and the latter three were the interest of the
uniform action in related matters. in 1908, the United 
States participated in the International Council for Explora­
tion of the Sea, devoted mainly to scientific research. 
(Linden A. Mander, Foundations of Modern World Society 
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1947), pp. 472-73.)
235safety conference, 1914, p. 8.
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International Seamen's union.^36
Congressman Alexander commented,
The; American delegates are on advanced ground all 
along the line. With very slight modifications our 
recommendations have been substantially those in the 
reports submitted . . .  by the special preliminary 
committees on the efficiency of officers and crews,
OOC'
New York Times, January 19, 1914, p. 4.
The; Seamen's Union, whose lobbyist was Andrew J. 
Furseth, was apparently not as powerful as it hoped. Another 
side of the Seamen's union's official position shows racial 
prejudice. The following story illustrates some of the 
diverse "Stateside" attitudes the American delegation was 
representing; attitudes which helped complicate their jobs 
as delegates.
"There is no requirement that the seamen shall all 
be Caucasians. The matter of the race of the seamen manning 
vessels is left to the judgment of each nation. This fea­
ture is criticized by the Seamen's union. Their aim is to 
exclude Orientals. The Lascars of British India, and the 
Chinese and Japanese make good sailors. Why vessels trading 
to those countries should not be permitted to employ them is 
hard to say. The convention does require that all persons 
in the service of the ships shall be able to understand the 
orders. This in our opinion goes far enough.
"The opposition on this ground to the ratification of 
the convention shows a narrow spirit of race prejudice, like 
the selfish spirit shown by the strike of railroad engineers 
which took place at one time in Georgia in order to prevent 
the employment of negroes fsic! as firemen, but which failed, 
owing largely to the eloquence and influence of a gallant 
old Confederate officer, Major J. B. Cummings of Augusta.
This spirit of racial prejudice which seems to make men 
forget that other individuals have rights and which would 
exclude the native of British India or China or Japan from 
earning an honest living on the sea is directly opposed to 
the spirit of Christianity." (Everett P. Wheeler, "Inter­
national Conference on Safety-of-Life-at-Sea," American 
Journal of International Law, VIII (1914), 766.)
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radio-telegraphy, . . . and perils to navigation. J
The matter of arbitration was of concern to this con­
ference just as it was at radiotelegraph conferences. At 
this time Great Britain wanted all disputes and all viola­
tions of the convention to be arbitrated between the parties 
to the dispute. Delegates Alexander and Lewis objected 
because, "It was contrary to the policy of the united States 
to allow any foreign nation to arbitrate the right of the 
courts of America to enforce the laws of that nation or of 
its states." Briefly, the United States said, "Never."
The British presiding officer then suggested that 
all disputes be sent to the International Court of Arbitra-
^ ^ New York Times, January 7, 1914, sect. VIII,
p. 3.
The following story in the same issue of the New 
York Times shows other attitudes, attitudes of other dele­
gations that helped complicate the life of the Americans at 
the conference. Delegate and Congressman Alexander said,
"If the conference is not over by Christmas, we are going to 
pack up and go home. The American delegates are doing all 
in their power to push matters along. There has been a lot 
of talking, postponing, and procrastinating— almost like a 
session of Congress, but now the committees are beginning to 
make substantial progress, and I hope that the body of work 
will be done before Christmas, leaving only details to be 
completed.
"We have even expressed our willingness to work on 
Christmas Day. It looks as if the deliberations would be 
strung out into next year. . . .  It was proposed that the 
conference adjourn December 15 and resume January 15, but 
the Americans, Canadians, and Australians could not see that 
at all. Why, if they stopped a month they would want to 
thrash everything all over again.
"We have been unfortunately pledged to secrecy by 
Lord Mersey, although nothing is happening in the conference 
which the public ought not to know. I personally favor full 
publicity for the proceedings."
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tion at The Hague. The Americans protested because of the 
distance between the Netherlands and this country with the 
consequent delay in reaching a settlement. The United 
States also said, "any violation of the convention must be 
treated by the American courts as a violation of American
OQQ
law and punished accordingly." Again, the United States
said, "Never."
France and Germany approved the American stand 
because, they said, "America always wins her contests at 
that tribunal through the desire of other nations to pre­
serve peace and harmony with her." A compromise was reached 
with the help of delegate Lewis: arbitration was allowed
when requested and agreeable. J
Another provision of especial interest to the 
Americans was that two cutters were authorized to patrol the 
North Atlantic sea lanes to hunt for derelicts. The ships 
were to be United States revenue cutters and were to be 
financed by the maritime nations: England, 30%; France,
Germany, and the United States, each 15%; other countries, 
the remainder. Their communication was wireless, used with­
out regard to make, installation, or ownership of equipment,
238New York Times, January 14, 1914, p. 14.
•^^ New York Times, January 19, 1914, p. 4. It seemed 
that what the United States wanted, the United States got—  
sometimes anyway.
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or to training of operators.240
The Americans gave a dinner to the Canadians and 
Australians at which time all three agreed that Professor 
Alexander was "chiefly responsible for bringing the work of 
the congress to a satisfactory conclusion."241
The convention was called the "Panic Convention," and 
many nations thought it unreasonably burdensome on ship­
p i n g .  242 This country did not ratify the convention,243 jJut
^ ^ New York Times, June 20, 1914, p. 13. About nine 
years earlier an American vessel asked a German vessel by 
wireless if the latter had sighted a derelict. The German 
vessel would not answer because its wireless equipment was 
installed and operated by a company other than that on the 
American ship. (See Footnote 48, this chapter.)
Two other items are worth noting for later reference. 
Some of the European delegations interpreted some of the 
terms used in the 1912 radiotelegraph convention differently 
than did the Americans, e.g., classification of operators. 
Also, the Americans insisted on the "principle of a con­
tinuous wireless watch on all ships." Safety Conference,
1914. pp. 95, 96.
^•*~New York Times, January 19, 1914, p. 4.
The same Senate source said, on page 4, that the 
American delegation "took an active part in the framing of 
the articles and regulations of the convention."
242Wan ace white, Jr., "1914 convention," undated 
typewritten note. Private papers.
243According to the New York Times of January 7,
1914, when a Senator visited the delegation in London, he 
was briefed thoroughly on what was being done so that he 
would then be able to supply authoritative information to 
the Senate at the time of the hoped-for ratification.
Earlier, Alexander had mentioned "reactionaries" who were 
opposing the "advanced views" of the American delegates. He 
declined to identify them except to say they were individuals 
and not a delegation as a unit.
The May 14, 1914, New York Times, page 8, said the 
non-ratification was a "victory" for the International 
Seamen's Union. It seems likely that the reactionaries 
mentioned earlier may have been Furseth's Seamen's
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most of its main provisions were incorporated into the 
domestic LaFollette Seaman's Act.^^ "The outbreak of the 
First World War and other causes prevented the Convention of 
1914 from coming into f o r c e .
Second Safe:ty-of-Life-at-Sea Conference, 1929
Another conference was needed to bring the never-
9 ACL
used, never-ratified, 1914 convention up-to-date. The
Union. The; Safety Conference, 1914, was the report of a 
Senate subcommittee that had been appointed to study the 
London convention.
The same Senate account, pp. 1-16, included a 
detailed report written by Furseth to the President about 
how his efforts as a "Commissioner of the United States" 
were rebuffed by the American delegation. He also itemized 
why the proposed convention would not make life at sea safer 
and he resigned as "Commissioner."
2^^White1s private papers. Heading was "Department 
of State Memorandum," marked "Confidential, 1914 Convention 
reviewed," dated March 28, 1929 [sic]. The act was 38 
Statute 1164, 1170-1184, approved March 4, 1915.
OAt;
U. S., Department of State, Participation of the 
United States Government in International Conferences, 1948- 
1949 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1948), p. 1.
24bwhite's private papers. Two newspapers mention 
the interim between the conferences. The Express and Star, 
dated April 23, 1929, said, "There now exists a most valuable 
fleet of patrol ships manned by some of the bravest sailors 
in the world. The expense is paid by the Canadian and 
American Governments, and the crews of the ice patrol are 
provided by the two countries. it is their duty to watch 
the ice floes year in and year out.
"Twice a day they send out official reports as to 
the movements of the ice, what considerable bergs have 
broken loose, what bergs show a tendency to break up, and 
the rate at which the fragments are travelling. Every 
ship's captain receives the official wireless report of the 
ice fields and makes his course for safety accordingly."
The Daily Chronicle, dated April 26, 1929, said, "No 
ship has been lost xn the North Atlantic owing to collision 
with an iceberg since the Titanic disaster seventeen years
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second Safety-of-T.ife-at-Sea Conference was held from April 
16 to May 31, 1929, in London and radio was one of its 
important subj ects.^ '
The delegates were Wallace H. White jr., chairman, 
active in national and international radio legislation; 
Charles M. Barnes, Department of State; Dickerson N. Hoover, 
William D. Terrell, and Arthur J. Tyrer, Department of Com­
merce; Capt. Clarence S. Kempff and Rear Admiral George H. 
Rock, Department of Navy; Capt. Charles A. McAllister, 
president of the American Bureau of Shipping; Henry G. Smith,
ago this month. The ice patrol . . . was the one definite 
achievement of the 1913 International Conference on Safety 
of Life at Sea, which met in London to learn the lessons of 
that disaster. . . . "The ice patrol is an international 
affair. Ships and crews are provided by the united States 
Government, but the cost is borne by the fourteen chief 
maritime nations, Britain's share being thirty per cent of 
the whole. . . .
"Whenever a berg is sighted heading for the shipping 
routes, its position and direction of drift are wirelessed 
so that vessels can give it a wide berth. . . . "
White's private papers, Scrapbook in Container 76, 
Newspaper clippings.
A Liverpool newspaper, The Journal of Commerce, dated 
April 18, 1929, said Great Britain had done a great deal of 
work on the fifteen-year-old Safety-of-Life-at-Sea Conven­
tion and had sent out its suggestions for change to other 
countries, preliminary to another conference.
247The opening of the 1929 conference coincided with 
the seventeenth anniversary of the sinking of the Titanic, 
according to a hand-written note, undated, in White's private 
papers, probably container 60. According to the World Book 
Encyclopedia, the ship sand the night of April 14-15.
U. S., Department of Commerce, Radio division,
Annual Report from Chief of Radio Division to Secretary of 
Commerce, for fiscal year ending June 30, 1929 (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1929), p. 84.
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president of the National Council of American shipbuilders; 
Rear Admiral John G. Tawresey, United States Shipping Board; 
and Herbert B. Walker, president of American Steamship 
Owners.
Technical assistants were David Arnott, C. M. Austin, 
Edgar B. Calvert, E. L. Cochrane, William E. Griffity, J. F. 
MacMillan, N. B. Nelson, J. C. Niedermair, A. J. Smith and 
E. M. Webster. Vinton Chapin, foreign service officer of 
the State Department, was secretary of the delegation.
Secretary of State Frank B. Kellogg wrote instruc­
tions to the delegates on March 28, 1929, that included a 
history of the preparation for the forthcoming maritime 
conference and was also an orientation. ^ On January 12, 
1928, an interdepartmental committee had been organized with 
representatives from the departments of Agriculture, Air, 
Commerce, Navy, State, Treasury, and the Shipping Board.
The purpose was to develop a plan of procedure for United 
States participation in the proposed 1929 maritime conference. 
The second meeting of the newly-formed committee was held on 
January 21, and a resolution was adopted that charged the 
Department of Commerce with the responsibility of organizing 
and directing technical committees which were to make the 
necessary preparatory studies. Three technical committees 
were named.
248u . s ., Department of State, Report of the Delega­
tion of the United States of America and Appended Documents; 
International Conference of Safety of Life at Sea (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1929), p. 7.
192
Their studies resulted in the suggestion that another 
subject, stability, be added to the proposed agenda of the 
British Government. The United States technical committees 
sent copies; of their reports to the United States delegates. 
"American experts" worked on agenda, the studies and reports 
for a year without pay. There was no compensation for their 
time or even expenses for any of the preliminary work 
done.^49
A year after the American interdepartmental com­
mittee had been organized, on January 21, 1929, the British 
ambassador delivered a note to the American Secretary of 
State formally inviting this country to the conference. One 
month later the United States formally accepted the invita­
tion by delivering a note to that effect to the British 
ambassador.^50
Secretary Kellogg said, at the orientation session, 
the technical study reports had the approval of the shipping 
and shipbuilding industries. He also noted that the United 
States could not be criticized for urging high standards and 
not putting them into effect. Recent domestic legislation, 
the Load Line Bill, furnished the necessary legislative 
authority for establishing high standards of safety in the 
loading vessels.^^^
^ % e w  York Times, December 10, 1928, p. 36.
25pReport of Delegation, pp. 6, 19.
Libid., p. 19. The bill is Public Law 70-934. 
Congressional Record, 70th Cong., 2nd sess.
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Shipping and insurance interests had been prompted
to study the uses of communicat.ion, as well as other matters,
after the Vestris disaster.252
The Secretary's instructions continued,
Unanimity of view and of action on the part of the 
delegation is essential. In order that the influence 
of the American delegation may be effective, the indi­
vidual delegate should be guided and abide by the 
majority decisions of the delegation, and individual 
opinions at variance with the decision should not be 
expre ssed.253
He said the United States may have a difficult time obtaining 
acceptance of the high standards of the proposals of its 
technical committees, but the delegates should try to stick 
to them. The working of proposals should be exact and 
should be prepared in advance of the occasion on which they 
are to be used. The delegates were urged to push for
252flew York Times, February 21, 1929, p. 55.
The Vestris was a British ship which sank under 
mysterious circumstances just six months before the con­
ference opened. It did not utilize radio effectively and so 
it was lost at sea. Commodore E. M. Webster, speaking at 
the Coast Guard Academy in New London, Connecticut, on 
January 11, 1946, said the underlying principle of the 1914 
convention "was to provide a continuous radio watch for all 
ships, but economic reasons prevented the adoption of such a 
principle without certain exceptions." S. C. Hooper's pri­
vate papers.
According to the February 21, 1929, issue of the New 
York Times, p. 55, the maritime insurance companies prepared 
recommendations for submission to the conference. On March 
30, 1929, p. 29, the same newspaper reported that the United 
States Shipping Board had taken a stand for increased marine 
safety. The Board opened its $250 million construction fund 
only for ships built according to classifications which were 
higher than those specified in the proposals to be presented 
at the conference.
253Repprt of Delegation, p. 20. A similar sentiment 
was expressed at the 1927 Washington Conference. See fn.
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English to be accepted on a parity with French.
He summarized the responsibility of the delegation
as (1) upholding the prestige and dignity of the government 
of the United States; (2) obtaining the highest practical 
standards of safety at sea for American nationals traveling 
in ships f].ying the flags of foreign nations; and (3) 
obtaining an international standard commensurate with the 
high standard of safety now being constructed into American 
vessels, in order that these vessels may not suffer in com­
mercial competition with foreign competitors. "in respect 
of the decisions to be made and the action to be taken on 
such questions, reliance is placed on the fullest extent on 
the experience and judgment of ;he delegation."254
The delegates had bestowed upon them "the President's
instrument conferring . . . jointly and severally, plenary
powers to negotiate, conclude and sign a convention revising 
the Convention of 1914."255
President Hoover asked the delegation to support the 
"highest practicable standards in the various fields which 
support the safety of lives of American citizens and American 
vessels at sea." He pledged that "the administration will 
do all in its power to place such standards into effect in
254Ibid., p. 22.
2^Wallace H. White Jr., Confidential report, dated 
March 28, 1929, p. 11, Container 60. Private papers.
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the event they are incorporated into an international agree­
ment. "256
Congress appropriated $100,000,
or so much thereof as may be necessary, . . . for 
the expenses of participation by the United States in 
the International Conference for the Revision of the 
Convention of 1914, . . . including travel and sub­
sistence or per diem in lieu of subsistence, compensa­
tion of employees, stenographic and other services by 
contract if deemed necessary, rent of offices, purchase 
of necessary books and documents, printing and binding, 
printing of official visiting cards, and such other 
expenses as may be authorized by the Secretary of 
State.257
On the day the conference opened, London's Manchester 
Guardian newspaper wrote, "Without drawing invidious com­
parisons, it may be said on good authority that the United 
States and German representatives have come armed with many 
helpful suggestions which will, it is understood, be 
welcomed by British shipping interests."258
Seven committees were appointed by the conference, 
one of which was the Committee on Radiotelegraphy. No
^^Report of Delegation, p. 9, Letter from Hoover to 
White on March 14, 1929.
^^7Wallace H. White Jr., op. cit., p. 6.
25®Wallace h . White jr., Scrapbook, Container 76, 
Clipping, dated April 16, 1929. Private papers. An undated 
newspaper clipping from Liverpool, England's The Journal of 
Commerce, and titled "The King's Message," was also saved by 
White, op. cit. The paper commented that "the friendly 
atmosphere which was a marked feature of the first meeting 
of the conference . . . has been maintained at the subsequent 
meetings. No doubt this is due in part to the fact that 
several of the delegates have collaborated before on similar 
work, but it is certainly due also to the fact that all the 
representatives are thoroughly assured in their own minds of 
the benefits of agreement."
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Americans were appointed as committee chairmen. American 
delegates and technical advisers were on each of the com­
mittees, most of the men serving on more than one committee. 
United States representatives on the Committee of Radio­
telegraphy were delegates Hoover, McAllister, Terrell,
Tyrer, and Walker; and technical assistants were Calvert, 
Griffith, cind Webster.
White served on three committees, one of which was 
not one of the seven mentioned above, but was called a 
"Committee of Five."
From time to time as questions arose which could 
not be readily solved by the Drafting Committee, they 
were rtjferred to a Committee of Five. . . . Great 
Britain, France, Germany, Denmark, and the United 
States were represented . . .  by the chairman of
their delegations.259
English and French were both official languages at 
the c o n f e r e n c e . 260 Great care was used to prevent conflicts 
between this conference in 1929 and the 1927 radiotelegraph 
conference. The result of this conference that affected 
radio was applicable to ships at sea was as follows:
The number of vessels required to be equipped with 
radio is materially increased. Passenger ships, . . . 
if engaged in international service, must be fjtted 
with radio direction-finding apparatus. [When the 
lifeboats were motor boats,] these motorboats shall be
259wallace H. White Jr., Container 60, Second report 
to the President, dated August 6, 1929. Private papers.
260Report of Delegation, p. 8.
26Lirwin Stewart, "Recent radio legislation," Ameri­
can Political Science Review, XXIII (May, 1929), 421-26.
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fitted with a wireless telegraph installation. . . .
All ships covered by the convention must carry at least 
one licensed operator, but continuous watch may be 
maintained by the use of an automatic alarm, provided 
such device complies with the requirements specified 
in the International Radiotelegraph Convention of 
Washington, 1927.262
Chairman White said that no changes in substance of 
reports by anyone were made "which were not passed upon by 
the full delegation of the United States."^®^ He also said, 
"the effect of all the provisions [are] believed to be above 
the standards of our own law and greatly above the world 
level."264
The United States did not ratify the 1929 convention 
until 1936, after another two disasters at sea. °
S ., Department of Commerce, Annual Report by 
Chief of Radio Division to Secretary of Commerce for fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1929 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1929), p. 83. The 1927 requirement was found in 
Art. 21 of the General Regulations, u. S., Department of 
State, international Telegraph Convention together with 
General Regulations and Supplementary Regulations (Washing­
ton: Government Printing Office, 1927), pp. 53, 54.
White, Second report to the President by White, 
dated August 6, 1929, loc. cit.
264jbid. Also in Report of Delegation, p. 14.
26%jew York Times, February 10, 1946, p. 43.
The American delay in ratifying the convention was 
not foreseen immediately after the conclusion of the con­
ference. The Glasgow Herald said, "The business like and 
accommodating spirit in which the problems have been tackled 
suggests that there is a genuine will to give effect to the 
decision embodied in the new agreement." White, Scrapbook 
in Container 76, newspaper clipping, dated June 4, 1929. 
Private papers.
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Related Maritime Conferences and the Third 
Safety-of-Life-at-Sea Conference
Following is a brief account of some maritime radio­
related conferences held during the late 1940's. The inter­
national Meeting of Radio Aids to Marine Navigation, the 
Intergovernmental Maritime Consultative Organization, and 
the third Safety-of-Life-at-Sea Conference were held between 
1946 and 1948.
The main impetus for the first Safety-of-Life-at-Sea 
Conference, in 1914, was the loss of the Titanic. A goad 
for the second such conference, in 1929, was the loss of the 
Vestris. Following the latter conference there was a 
depression, a world war, and meeting held by two radio­
related international organizations before the third Safety- 
of-Life-at-Sea Conference.
The first such worldwide group was the International 
Meeting on Marine Radio Aids to Navigation, or IMMRAN. Its 
purpose was to exchange views on navigational radio aids 
throughout the world and to seek information on similar work 
in other countries. Those invited to attend the first meet­
ing in London from May 7 to May 22, 1946, were the United 
States, the British Commonwealth countries, and the principal 
European maritime nations. The format of the London 
meetings was to use the first half of the time for lectures 
and demonstrations and the second half for a discussion of
Q/" /"
material presented during the first half.
Delegates from the United States were Edward M. 
Webster, chairman; Cecil G. Harrison, telecommunication 
division, Department of State, vice-chairman? Capt. G. H. 
deBaum, Department of the Navy? Thomas j. Hickley, Depart­
ment of Commerce; A. L. McIntosh, Federal Communications 
Commission; Capt. G. Gordon McLintock, U. S. Maritime com­
mission; and Col. S. A. Mundell, Army.
The next series of meetings of that organization was 
held in the United States in 1947. This country invited 
thirty-one nations which sent 146 representatives. United 
States delegates were John S. Cross, telecommunications 
division, Department of State, chairman; repeater Edward M. 
Webster and Commander Clarence A. Burmister, Department of 
Commerce, the former being vice-chairman; Master mariner 
Daniel J. McKenzie, Army; repeater Commodore G. Gordon 
McLintock, U. S. Maritime Commission; Commodore Irwin L. 
McNally, Navy; Capt. H. C. Moore, coast Guard; and Edward C. 
Phillips, private shipping interests.
There were sixteen Congressional advisers, all mem­
bers of the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee. 
(Wallace H. White Jr. was chairman of this committee when he 
was a Representative, as well as of the corresponding
266^ s., Department of State, Participation of the 
United States Government in International Conferences, July 
1, 1945 to June 30, 1946, "IMMRAN" (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1947), pp. 47-48. Conference Series 95.
committee when he was a Senator.) There were also seventeen 
industrial advisers from almost that many industries. The 
companies were American Merchant Marine Institute (National 
Federation of American Shipping, private shipping interest), 
Bendix Aviation Corporation, Bludworth Marine Company, Fair­
child Camera and instrument Corporation, Hazeltine Elec­
tronics Corporation, International General Electric Company, 
Lake Carriers' Association, Mackay Radio and Telegraph Com­
pany, Pacific American States Association (National Federa­
tion of American Shipping) , Radio Corporation of America, 
Sperry Gyroscope Company, Submarine Signal Company, Sylvania 
Electric Products Company, and Wallace and Tiernan Products 
Company. In addition there were government advisers: two
from the Army, three each from the coast and geodetic survey 
(Department of Commerce), Civil Aeronautics Authority 
(Department of Commerce), U. S. Maritime Commission, six 
from Federal Communications Commission and eleven from the 
Navy, including three from the Coast Guard.^67
The first of the 1947 meetings was held in New York 
City from April 28 to May 3, and the second of that year's 
meetings was held in New London, Connecticut, from May 5 to 
May 9. The aims of both of these meetings were to (1) 
inform delegates from other countries of this country's 
policy in the field of marine radio aids to navigation, (2)
S., Department of State, international Meet­
ing on Marine Radio Aids to Navigation (Washington: Govern­
ment Printing Office, 1948).
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to demonstrate the progress which the United States had made 
in the field, (3) to provide information regarding the 
adoption of radio aids to navigation by this country and the 
availability, type and quality of marine radio equipment 
produced by United States manufacturers, and (4) to record 
for use at future international conferences in this field 
any conclusions or resolutions which might lead to world 
standardization.26®
The meetings were divided into three sections. Those 
held in New York were devoted to lectures by the United 
States government authorities on aspects of radio aids to 
navigation and exhibits which set forth the products of the 
host country. The meetings held in New London, Connecticut, 
the location of the Coast Guard Academy, were shipboard 
demonstrations of United States items which might be con­
sidered for standardization, and discussions of lectures and 
exhibits.269
The three committees established were as follows:
(1) radar and associated aids; (2) position fixing systems 
other than radar; and (3) other aspects of radio aids.276 
Wireless telegraphy in 1947 had come a long way since it was 
first discussed internationally in 1903 in Berlin.
26«U. S., Department of State, Participation of the 
United States Government in International Conferences, 
"IMMRAN" (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1948),
p. 177.
269Ibid.. p. 178. 27QIbid.
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The meetings did not draw up a convention or regula­
tions but did come to a conclusion. It was to recommend 
that certain information be made available to the Inter­
national Telecommunication Union and certain union standards 
should be met. The united States expressed its opinion as 
follows: "This Meeting is of the opinion that no monopo­
listic practices should prevent any country from manufac­
turing radio aids to navigation that have been agreed
271internationally as of proven value to the mariner."
The second international group was the intergovern­
mental Maritime Consultative Organization. It met to confer 
upon matters relating to radio and safety at sea and was 
called by the Transport and Communications Commission of the 
Economic and Social Council of the United Nations early in 
1947. It was realized there was a "need for coordination of 
activities in the fields of aviation, shipping, telecom­
munications, and meteorology, concerning safety and rescue
272at sea and m  the air."
The Union, which met in Atlantic City in 1947, 
designated three representatives to attend a proposed 
planning meeting for a conference which was to have repre­
sentatives from several organizations present. One of the 
three for the Union was the radio expert from the Federal
^ ^ Ibid. # p. 179.
27^U. s., Department of State, international Tele­
communications Conference, "IMCO" (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1948), p. 45.
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Communications Commission and the Coast Guard, Edward M. 
Webster. A United Nations Maritime Conference was held in 
Geneva from February 19 to March 6, 1948. It resulted in a 
draft convention for the Intergovernmental Maritime Con­
sultative Organization, IMCO.^72
The proposals presented by this country at the 
succeeding Safety-of-Life-at-Sea Conference were drawn up to 
fit within the framework of the Intergovernmental Maritime 
Consultative Organization. At that Safety-of-Life-at-Sea 
Conference, "the United States strongly supported the United
9 7  a
Nations Organization with moderate results.
The chief reasons for calling the third Safety-of- 
Life-at-Sea Conference were advances in nautical science and 
improved techniques accelerated during World War II.27^
As early as 1943 representatives of the United 
States and Great Britain, the latter often referred to at 
this time as "United Kingdom," held an informal conversation 
about the need for another Safety-of-Life-at-Sea conference. 
The same year the Secretary of State received suggestions 
from a special shipping committee organized earlier by the 
Department of State that recommended a conference be held as 
soon as possible after the close of hostilities. The Secre­
tary approved the recommendation and instructed the
271 U. S., Department of State, Participation of U. S. 
Government in International Conference, 1948-1949, Report of 
Delegation, p. 3.
274Ibid. 275Ibid., pp. 1, 2.
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Commandant of the Coast Guard to draw up a set of proposals 
for the revision of the 1929 Safety-of-Life-at-Sea conven­
tion. 276
The Coast Guard in 1945 reopened the discussion 
about the need for a maritime c o n f e r e n c e . 277 B y  February of 
the following year twenty-nine companies of this country had 
reports ready to present as proposals to revise the 1929 
convention, andAdm. Joseph F. Farley, commandant of the 
Coast Guard, was urging action on safety measures needed in 
international maritime m a t t e r s . 278 united Kingdom
officially invited the United States on November 25, 1946, 
to a Safety-of-Life-at-Sea Conference to be held in London 
from April 23 to June 10, 1948.
The two delegates to the conference were Adm.
Farley, chairman, and Jesse E. Saugstad, shipping division, 
Department of State. The rest of the staff was composed of 
thirty technical advisers, nine technical experts available 
for consultation, three secretaries for the delegations and 
three assistants. To show how the relative importance of 
radio had declined in a safety-of-life-at-sea-only conference, 
the professional background of the technical advisers is noted 
here. There was one each from the Weather Bureau, a ship 
architecture organization, AFL shipping union, CIO shipping
276Ibid.
277New York Times, February 10, 1946, p. 43.
278flew York Times, February 12, 1946, p. 4.
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union, two from the Department of State, four from the U. S. 
Maritime Commission, seven from private shipping interests, 
nine from the Navy which included six from the Coast Guard 
and three from the Federal Communication Commission.
One of the technical advisers, William Minners, had 
been a technical adviser to the first international Meeting 
on Radio Aids to Marine Navigation and another of the tech­
nical advisers, Edward C. Phillips, had been a delegate to 
the second international Meeting on Radio Aids to Marine 
Navigation. Only the three technical advisers to this 1948 
conference who were from the Federal Communication Commis­
sion were radio specialists— Minners, William N. Krebs, and 
Edward M. Webster. The instructions given to the delegation 
were general and not directed to specific area matters.
This country's report on the radio committee's 
activities stated that the standards which were set were 
generally not above what the United States already had.
There was a great deal of debate on the necessity for the 
International Telecommunication Union to continue to be 
recognized as the single international agency of control in 
the field of telecommunication. The United States was ada­
mant on this, and eventually the other delegations 
conceded.279
27%. s., Department of State, Participation of U. S. 
Government in international Conferences, Report of American 
Delegation to International Conference on Safety-of-Life-at- 
Sea" (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1948), pp. 32-
37, Series I, 6 No. 3282.
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The English language was officially recognized on a 
par with the French. The three reservations made by the 
United States to the 1929 convention were included into the 
1948 convention.288
The American report about the 1948 conference is 
especially worth noting because what is said about this con­
ference is applicable to other conferences.
To attempt to report a comparison or score of 
United States proposals made, United States proposals 
accepted, United States proposals partially accepted, 
and United States proposals lost would be entirely 
misleading. Not only would such a comparison fail to 
evaluate the relative importance of gains and losses, 
but the segregation of the united States ideas from 
other material would be difficult.
For example, the amendment article of the conven­
tion contains a number of ideas which originally were 
formulated in the United States as draft proposals and 
which had been circulated in draft and discussed with 
the larger maritime governments for a year or more.
Other ideas which had been at least tentatively sug­
gested by the United States have been adopted by other 
governments and appear in the proposals of those 
governments. in view of the impossibility of exact 
or even approximate measurement, it appears best simply 
to state the proposals and ideas of the United States 
have had a major influence on both the form and sub­
stance of the 1948 Convention.
A few suggestions whereby the United States could 
more effectively secure acceptance of its proposals in 
the future follow:
1. Concentrate on proposals of major importance.
2. Do not press proposals which are clearly 
impossible of acceptance.
3. Circulate proposals in plenty of time.
4. Before deciding on what proposals to make, give 
more careful consideration from the standpoint of known 
problems of other countries, rather than from the basis 
of United States viewpoint a l o n e . 281
280Ibid., p. 44. 281Ibid.
The conclusion drawn from the maritime conference 
is that man's desire to make himself heard beyond face-to- 
face possibilities, via wireless-telegraphy, was early 
utilized as a way to save lives at sea. As his technical 
skill improved, so did his maritime life-saving skills, 
including improvements in the use of radio and continued 
cooperation in international conferences.
Summary of Chapter
The conferences covered in this chapter included a 
preliminary conference in 1903; three international radio­
telegraph conferences, 1906, 1912, and 1927; a 1920 pre­
liminary conference for a never-called worldwide electrical 
communication conference; three major maritime conferences, 
1914, 1929, 1948; and some preparatory conferences for the 
1920, 1927, and 1948 conferences.
The 1903 conference was precipitated by wireless 
problems involving the United States, Germany, and the 
Marconi Company. The United States sent three delegates to 
this preliminary conference, and each represented a different 
department of the government. The delegation included the 
Chief of the Army Signal Corps, a Navy Commander, and a 
banker who was also the director of a telegraph company and 
represented the Department of Commerce and Labor. John I. 
Waterbury was the man who represented not only his govern­
ment but also private industry— a distinctively American 
combination.
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The two questions were (1) was this new medium an 
extension of telegraphy or was it different enough to need a 
separate organization, and (2) was cooperation needed by all 
makers and users of equipment for maritime safety. There 
seemed to be general agreement on the first and a full-scale 
conference was planned for a few years hence. The united 
States influenced the second a great deal as she believed 
cooperation was desperately needed. Many of the American 
suggestions were included in the final draft of the conven­
tion.
During the three-year interim between conferences, 
wireless friction increased between the United States and 
the Marconi Company. On the domestic front, this country 
created an interdepartmental board to discuss wireless prob­
lems on both the international conference level and those 
connected with government-related stations.
The four delegates to the 1906 conference included 
the new Chief of the Army Signal Corps, a Navy Admiral, the 
ambassador to Germany who represented the Department of 
State, and Waterbury who was attending his second inter­
national wireless conference. The Americans insisted on 
compulsory communication between ship and shore, and ship 
and ship. Their demands were met and were the positive 
results of the conference.
During the next interim between conferences, this 
country recognized the increasing domestic importance of 
radiotelegraph as she passed the Ship Act in 1910 and
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prepared the passage of an amendment to that act and the 
Radio Act of 1912. However, the Senate delayed so long in 
ratifying the 1906 convention, the delegates to the next 
conferences were temporarily handicapped.
There were twelve delegates from the United States 
at the 1912 conference, three each from the departments of 
the Army, Navy, and Commerce and Labor, one from the Depart­
ment of Agriculture and two whose affiliation is not certain. 
This conference was the first for all but Waterbury. The 
United States influenced the voting and membership require­
ments because she talked her way into having six votes, the 
maximum, even though her government had ratified too late to 
meet the requirements established by the 1906 convention.
There were four main results, three of which were 
influenced by the United States. This country saw to it 
that distress calls were given higher priority than before 
and that intercommunication between stations was obligatory 
"without regard for the systems used." The Americans 
managed to get the conferees to avoid including specific 
mention of rates in the convention. Fourth, the United 
States supported the continuation of the Berne Bureau.
The next interim period was for 'fifteen years, and 
several specialized conferences were held. Post World War I 
meetings between the Allies on radio resulted in the 
EU-F-GB-I Radio Protocol of August 25, 1919. This directive 
was to prepare for a worldwide electric communication con­
ference. A Preliminary Conference, chaired by the American,
210
Norman Davis, and attended by the Allies, was held in 1920 
and 1921. It met in Washington and was continued in Paris. 
There were no tangible results although the United States 
participated extensively. The conference did show that the 
emphasis had changed from maritime concerns to the technical, 
social, political, and economic aspects of radio.
Four specialized organizations met that involved 
Americans during the interim. The International Scientific 
Radio union worked on technical matters with Louis W. Austin 
from the United States as vice-president of the inter­
national group and president of the American branch. The 
International committee on Radio, also called the Inter­
national Radio Congress, confined itself to the legal 
concerns o:f radio. The international Broadcasting Union 
meetings, attended by Wallace H. White Jr. and W. Jefferson 
Davis, were involved with broadcasting problems, mainly 
European. There were two American amateur organizations, 
the more important one was the American Radio Relay League 
which also had international affiliation. Amateurs were 
significant in the American war effort, in research, and in 
politics.
An examination of the Book of Proposals for the 1927 
conference showed the United States had done a great deal of 
preliminary technical work for the conference she was to 
host.
At the 1927 conference, the size of the delegation 
had grown to sixteen delegates and nineteen technical
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advisers. Four delegates each represented the Department of 
Commerce and private industry, one was from the Army, two 
each from the departments of Navy and State, two whose 
affiliation was not determined, and one was from Congress. 
Those who had attended other international radio conferences 
included Adm. W. H. G. Bullard, Dr. Arthur E. Kennelly,
W. D. Terrell, William R. Vallance, John Beaver White, 
Congressman Wallace H. White Jr., and Owen D. Young.
The United States was very influential at this con­
ference as shown in a number of items. She excluded one of 
the most powerful nations in the world and a neighbor to many 
of the delegations without hearing a murmur from the con­
ference, she established a more democratic base for awarding 
chairmanships, and she upheld the public's right to know 
about the proceedings. This country had English adopted 
as the second, but still unofficial, language and helped the 
conference reach a temporary agreement of voting.
Along the technical aspects of the confererce, the 
United States was just as influential. She got agreement on 
a date for the outlawing of spark sets, on establishing 
certain standards for radio operators, and on recognizing 
the amateurs internationally. The two most important 
results of the conference, initiated and carried through by 
the United States, were the allocation of wave lengths 
worldwide, according to services, and the recognition of the 
feasibility of regional agreements.
The United States saw to it that radio cla.jas were
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to be arbitrated the way she wanted them and she modified 
the plans the Europeans had for an International Radio 
Consulting Committee. This country also managed to keep 
over-regulation out of the convention and had the conference 
adopt many of her technical definitions. She stalled on the 
merger of the telegraph and radio conventions and, further, 
had the radio regulations divided so that the management 
regulations were separated from the general regulations.
The United States participated extensively and 
effectively in this conference.
The first maritime conference, Safety-of-Life-at-Sea 
Conference, was in 1914 and held at the suggestion of the 
United States. This country sent eleven delegates, six of 
whom were from the Navy, two from private companies, two 
from Congress and one from the Senate. It was the first 
such conference for each man. United States influence was 
seen in the result that one code was finally adopted for all 
distress calls, and all ships coming into American waters had 
to obey United States wireless laws.
The second Safety-of-Life-at-Sea Conference was in 
1929 and the United States sent eleven delegates and ten 
technical advisers. There was one from the Senate who had 
attended many conferences, Wallace H. White jr., as had 
Walter Terrell from the Department of Commerce. There were 
two more from the Department of Commerce, two from the Navy, 
and four from shipping companies. The United States helped 
raise the standards o'f safety at sea with the use of radio,
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including the recognition of the necessity of having a con­
tinuous radio watch at all time aboard ship.
Two minor organizations, the International Meeting 
on Radio Aids to Marine Navigation and the intergovernmental 
Maritime Consultative Organization, each met at least twice 
in the years between 1946 and 1948. This country sent 
observers who participated, hosted, and "supported" the 
groups.
The third Safety-of-Life-at-Sea Conference was held 
in 1948 and the United States sent two delegates and thirty- 
three technical advisers. There was one delegate each from 
the departments of Navy and State. The importance of radio 
in maritime safety played a very minor role at the con­
ference. The United States was "adamant" on the Inter­
national Telecommunication Union being recognized as the 
only international agency of control in the field of tele­
communication. The other nations finally agreed to the only 
radio matter discussed at the conference.
In all the major conferences and most of the minor 
ones, the United States participated extensively and, with 
the exception of the 1920 Preliminary Conference, effectively.
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Chapter 4
THE INTERNATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATION UNION CONFERENCES 
The Madrid Conference Preliminaries
The first joint conference, telegraph and radio, was 
held in Madrid in 1932. It was the next major international 
electrical communications conference after the Washington 
gathering of 1927. Between the Washington and Madrid 
conferences, there were three related and basic conferences 
which laid the groundwork for the larger, more-inclusive 
assemblage in Madrid. They were the Prague Plan Conference, 
the International Radio Consultation Committee meeting at 
The Hague in 1929 and the International Radio Consultation 
Committee meeting at Copenhagen in 1931. The three will be 
discussed briefly here because there was American representa­
tion at each and each influenced the agenda of the Madrid 
Conference.
First was the Prague Plan Conference, a European 
regional meeting, held from April 4 to April 13, 1929, in 
Prague.'*' There were 118 representatives there, from thirty
^Other European regional conferences had been held 
earlier. The first was held in Geneva in 1925 and again in 
1926. The international Union of Radiophony, or the
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2governments, twelve private companies and others. Included 
were Russia which had been excluded from the 1927 conference, 
and the United States.3 Representatives from this country 
were W. D. Terrell, chief of radio division, Department of 
Commerce, chairman of delegation; Laurens E. Whittemore, 
American Telephone and Telegraph Company, secretary of dele­
gation; Gerald C. Gross, Federal Communication Commission, 
interpreter; Hugh P. Leclair, assistant naval attache at 
Paris; and C. J. Pannill., vice-president of Radio Marine 
Corporation.^
The United States was invited by the International
International Union of Broadcasting, organized them, and the 
League of Nations sponsored them. The two conferences 
resulted in what was known as the "Geneva Plan" which was 
the first "modern" recognition of the need for a European 
regional organization, as differentiated from an over-all 
international group. The Geneva Plan was soon found to be 
inadequate and a "Brussels Plan" evolved from it; this too 
was unsatisfactory. (M. Adam, "The Prague Radio Convention," 
Institute of Radio Engineers, Proceedings, XVII (July, 1929), 
pp. 1078-85.)
The plans showed that the European nations recognized 
the need for regional arrangements on wave lengths, at least 
for themselves. At the Washington Conference in 1927, the 
Europeans had not been happy, at first, with the American 
idea of regional agreements about wave lengths because it 
seemed to pit hemispheres against each other. (New York 
Times, October 22, 1927, p. 14.)
2W. J. Davis, Radio Law, p. 362, from a report by 
Gerald C. Gross to Federal Radio Commission, no date given.
3L. G. Caldwell, "international radio communication," 
Journal Radio Law, II (July, 1932), p. 612.
*% e w  York Times, March 16, 1929, p. 16. Also,
Terrell had signed the 1912 and 1927 radio conventions. This 
was the first time Gross attended an international electrical 
communication conference.
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Telegraph Union, even though the main items on the agenda, 
European broadcasting problems, did not seem to be of direct 
concern to her.® The United States was interested because 
the questions or topics to be discussed were of technical 
character and were to be the basis of the agenda for the 
Radio Consulting Committee meeting later in the year.^ The 
Prague agenda included consideration of the allocation of 
frequencies attributed to telegraphy® and the role of 
amateurs.® The former involved private companies in this 
country, and the latter was a continuing interest to the 
Americans. This country's delegation supported the role of 
the amateurs, as they had done earlier in Washington, and 
explained that they opposed "the extension of broadcasting 
to high-frequency where there would be encroachment in 
amateur radio operation. "■L0
The result of this 1929 regional conference was
% e w  York Times, January 16, 1929, p. 18.
®I. Stewart, "Recent radio legislation," American 
Political Science Review, XXIII (May, 1929), 421-26.
^U. S., Department of Commerce, Radio division,
Annual Report by Chief of Radio Division to Secretary of Com­
merce, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1930 (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1930), p. 66.
®New York Times, January 16, 1929, p. 18.
®S. C. Hooper, Lecture given at the Naval War Col­
lege, Newport, Rhode Island, on April 24, 1936. Private 
papers.
10Ibid.
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called the "Prague Plan" and it made arrangements for 
regional broadcasting allocations. The Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics signed the Prague Plan although she had 
not, of course, signed the Washington agreements, nor had 
she felt bound by them.^
The accomplishments of this conference were threefold. 
One was the arrangement for regional broadcasting alloca­
tions, called the Prague Plan. Two was the acceptance of 
the broadcasting organization as a body competent to formu­
late technical recommendations. Three was the definite 
preparation of agenda for the coming international meeting 
at The Hague.
^Stewart, "Recent radio," p. 425.
During a late 1927 general strike in England, the 
only means of disseminating information between the govern­
ment and the public was by means of broadcasting. The most 
important station was at Daventry but there was insurmount­
able interference from another station outside the country 
during the strike. The interference was found to be from 
Moscow but there was no proof that it was deliberate. (W. J. 
Davis, "International radio relations," Georgetown Law 
Journal, XVI (June, 1928), 400-14.
Another instance that showed Moscow did not feel 
bound by the Washington agreements on allocations of wave 
lengths occurred in 1927 when Moscow stirred up political 
troubles in neighboring Roumania. Russia broadcast criti­
cisms of the Roumanian government and appealed to its 
Roumanian audience to start a revolution in their country, 
according to a Bucharest news item. The Roumanian govern­
ment's answer was to have one of its military radio stations 
set up a counter "buzzing" when the Soviet news station 
began its broadcasting. (Ibid.)
■^w. j. Davis, Radio Law, p. 362.
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The second interim conference was the first held by 
the International Radio Consulting Committee which met at 
The Hague from September 18 to October 2, 1929. About 200 
persons were there, representing more than forty countries.13 
Article 17 of the Washington Convention had established the 
Radio Committee for the purpose of studying technical and 
related questions and it was to act in an advisory capacity 
only. Its opinions and suggestions were to be used in future 
conferences and it was to work through the International 
Bureau at Berne. It was "probably the biggest innovation" 
of the 1927 conference^ and the entire American delegation 
had voted with the minority against establishing it.
The delegates from this country to The Hague were 
Maj. Gen. Charles McK. Saltzman, chairman of the American 
delegation; Capt. S. C. Hooper, director of naval communica­
tions; and Maj. Gen. George S. Gibbs.^ Technical assistants
■^Lloyd Espenschied, "International Radio Technical 
Conference at The "Hague," Bell Telephone Magazine (January, 
1930), pp. 47-52.
•^^William J. Donovan, Origin and Development of 
Radio Law (New York: Ad Press, Ltd., 1930), p. 25.
■^U. S., Department of State, Report of American 
Delegation, CCIR, 1929 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1930), Conference Series 5, p. 1.
Saltzman was chairman of the Federal Radio Commis­
sion, signer of both the 1912 and 1927 radio conventions and 
observer at the 1925 telegraph conference in Paris; Hooper 
was attending his first international communications con­
ference; and Gibbs was to be president of one telegraph 
company and vice-president of another in a couple years.
Gen. Gibbs left private papers but the only mention of the 
conference was the inclusion of a certificate presented to 
him by the Department of State which said he was a "delegate
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were Lt. Com. T. A. M. Craven, Wavy; Dr. J . H. Dellinger and 
Dr. C. B. Jolliffe, Department of Commerce, Gerald C. Gross, 
Federal Radio Commission; and R. H. Norweb, first secretary 
of the United States Legation at The Hague. Technical 
adviser was Capt. K. B. Warner, secretary of the American 
Radio Relay League.
Fifteen representatives from eleven private companies 
attended the first Radio Consulting Committee meeting or
1 7
conference. ' They were Lloyd Espenschied, William Wilson, 
and G. C. DeCoutouly (interpretor) for American Telephone
of the United States to the meeting of the International 
Technical Consulting Committee on Radio Communication," a 
"special passport" for himself and his wife for the trip, 
and on September 7, 1929, a handwritten notation, "Sailed 
for Europe on the Leviathan." Gibbs earned a M.S. degree in 
physics from the University of Iowa. He won a citation for 
gallantry in the Philippines in 1898, and represented the 
War Department "at the formal presentation of a gold medal 
to T. A. Edison in 1928." He was a popular lecturer and 
received many civilian honors. One long-time friend wrote 
of Gibbs, after his death in 1947, of his "kindliness, 
integrity and character. Since 1912, when I first knew the 
General, he has personified all three of those to me."
■^U. S., Department of State, Report of American 
Delegation, CCIR, 1929 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1930), Conference Series 5, pp. 1, 2. craven and 
Dellinger had attended the 1921 technical conference on 
radio in Paris and Craven and Gross were Prague Plan con­
ferees; jolliffe and Norweb were attending their first inter­
national communication conference.
l^The number expanded from the original eleven indi­
viduals, representing seven companies, who had first been 
designated by the United States government. (New York 
Times, August 24, 1929.) It had been in June the federal 
government asked the private companies to send in the names 
of their representatives for the September conference. (New 
York Times, June 13, 1929, p. 34.)
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and Telegraph Company; T. E. Nivison for Mackay Radio and 
Telegraph Company; Louis G. Caldwell for Press Wirelss,
Inc.; Col. Samuel Reber and L. A. Briggs for Radio Corpora­
tion of America; Charles J. Pannill for Radio Marine Cor­
poration of America; Ralph M. Heintz and Edgar M. Wilson for 
Robert Dollar Company (a steamship company); j. W. Swanson 
for Southern Radio Corporation; William E. Beakes for 
Tropical Radio Telegraph Company; Dr. John Nathansohn for 
Universal Wireless Communication Corporation; and H. C. 
Leuteritz for Pan American Airways.
The preliminary work done by the Americans for The 
1 QHague meeting  ^included participation at Prague, an inter­
departmental advisory committee, and work detailed by Capt. 
Hooper. The New York Times referred to a study group who 
drew up proposals for The Hague meeting as an "interdepart­
mental radio advisory committee." It was headed by W. D.
Terrell, Department of Commerce, who turned in the proposals
70to the State Department.
■*-8S. C. Hooper, "The Hague Conference," Institute of 
Radio Engineers, Proceedings, XVIII (May, 1930), 762-64.
-*-8In June the State Department received an invitation 
from the Netherlands to attend and President Hoover asked 
Congress for an appropriation of $35,000 to defray the 
expenses of the forthcoming conference. (New York Times,
June 13, 1929, p. 34.)
The President said he planned to appoint a "small 
group" to represent American interests. (New York Times, 
August 10, 1929, p. 30.)
^8New York Times, July 4, 1929, p. 8.
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Captain Hooper wrote
I had been engaged since the 1927 Washington Con­
ference in preparing a channeling system for short 
waves so the Federal Radio Commission could license 
short wave applicants in the United States of America. 
Decided on the 1% separation. [This refers to the 
space between the frequencies.] Then I listened in 
and located existing short wave transmitters the world 
over as there was no list. So I was able to recommend 
that the United States of America take specific vacant 
channels, every other channel .5% initial frequency 
stability attained. This was approved by our govern­
ment and then we went to the Hague and the world 
agreed upon it.21
The voluble Hooper also said that in May of 1928 the 
Federal Radio Commission allocated alternate channels in the 
hi-frequency band for radiotelegraph stations as a channeling 
system. Two months later the United States invited foreign 
governments to note the channeling system adopted by this 
country and pointed out the advisability of considering an 
international uniform channeling system. A year later, in 
the early summer of 1929, the Netherlands government sub­
mitted a list of topics fcr consideration as agenda for the 
fall conference. Very socn after that, Washington officials, 
with the volunteer assistance of several leading radio
engineers, carefully studied that agenda, and then drew up
22the united States proposals.
21s. C. Hooper. Notebook with hand-written entry, 
titled, "The Hague, CCIR, 1929." No other date. Private 
papers.
^Hooper, "The Hague Conference," pp. 763-65. It is 
not known whether or not the Dutch list of topics included 
channeling. The group of government officials and volunteers 
who drew up the proposals may be the same as the afore­
mentioned committee headed by Terrell.
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The acting Secretary of Commerce wrote to the Secre­
tary of State that The Hague conference was to deal with the 
standardization of frequency measurement methods and the 
systemization of frequency allocations.22
The problems of the conference, in more detail, were 
to define various terms, to set up measures to standardize 
frequency meters, to set up permissable tolerances, to set 
the width of frequency bands, and to determine the necessary 
separation between two successive frequencies. The delega­
tions were composed mostly of technical experts whose con­
clusions were based on the best present engineering 
practices and reasonable expectations for the near future.2^ 
The delegates had agreed earlier not to discuss wave alloca­
tions^ as wave allocations were established at the 
Washington Conference.
Two major American groups, the government and the 
operating agencies, were interested in this conference. The 
former's concern was twofold— the regulatory application of 
the advice proffered by the conference and an assurance the 
organization was to be an advisory body only. The latter's 
interest was in respect to the engineering of the plant and
22Letter dated May 11, 1929. Names not noted. 
Department of Commerce, "CCIR" file. U. S. Archives.
^Irwin Stewart, "Recent radio legislation," American 
Political Science Review, XXIII (May, 1929), 421-26.
25New York Times, September 19, 1929, p. 34.
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operation of the radio channels. A third group, the 
anateurs, was interested in maintaining its status.27
It was predicted that the United States,would be in 
a weak position at the conference because only Canada and 
Mexico from this hemisphere had adhered to the 1927 conven­
tion. No Central or South American countries had signed, and 
the three Western nations would be facing a European bloc at 
The Hague.
The United States was not successful in having 
English adopted as the second official language. The con­
ference officials said they did not want to spend the money 
to print everything m  two languages. Arrangements were 
made for the unofficial use of English.
The perennial problem of voting was resolved
28Espenschied, "The Hague," pp. 47-52.
27The following statement is repetitious but does 
show American opinion of the amateur. "It was with diffi­
culty the American delegation with the support of two or 
three other countries obtained recognition for the amateurs 
in the Washington conference. The American amateur has been 
found useful in war and peace. The training he gets is more 
practical than that obtained in almost any other manner and 
the experience has been found useful when these young men 
become radio operators in commercial or government stations 
or enter upon other electrical pursuits." (u. S. Archives, 
Department of Commerce, "CCIR" file, dated August 9, 1920. 
Author not noted.) The Washington Conference allocated the 
bands in the medium hi-frequency range to be shared between 
amateur, fixed, and mobile stations.
28New York Times, June 13, 1929, p. 34.
2%few York Times, September 19, 1929, p. 34.
28Espenschied, "The Hague."
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satisfactorily, as far as this country was concerned. All 
the findings were adopted unanimously so the voting pre­
sented no problems.3  ^ Theoretically, each government was 
entitled to one vote and the private companies were non­
voting unless the government of their country was not repre­
sented. In that case the private companies would be allowed 
to vote. Since no roll call votes were taken, "in practice, 
the representatives of private enterprises have participated 
on a footing of equality with those of administrations."32 
This was agreeable to the Americans.
The private companies sent strong delegations to the 
meetings and participated most effectively. The expenses of 
each meeting were equally divided by the administrations and 
the private companies participating.33 The administrations 
participating were not limited to the parties of the Washing­
ton Convention. Russia was not at the Washington Conference 
but was at The Hague. France held been in Washington, signed 
the convention, but never ratified it and yet she vas present 
at The Hague.34
The work of the conference was done by mear s of four
31Ibid.
32Irwin Stewart, "International technical consulting 
committee of radio communication," American Journal of inter­
national Law, XXV (October, 1931), 684.
33Ibid., p. 685. The above statements were espec­
ially true of the Americans.
34Ibid.
committees. Committee I was on organization and there were 
six from the United States on it. All of its conclusions 
"were in harmony with the viewpoint presented by the United. 
States Delegation. This result was reached after serious 
conflict of views."35 The Americans maintained the 1927 
conference had not established nor meant to establish, a 
separate secretariat for the Radio Committee, but that it 
was to use the Berne Bureau. "The other delegations were 
won over to an admission of its correctness."00
Committee II was on definitions and standardizations 
Five from this country were on the committee and the most 
important of its work which concerned the United States had 
to do with amateurs. The 1927 Washington agreement about 
amateurs made possible the allocation of particular fre­
quency bands, or groups of wave lengths, to three services, 
one of which was the amateurs. This allowed the lcirge 
numbers of amateurs in the United States and Canada, to exist 
yet it left "other administrations, notably the European 
ones, free to employ only a part of the band for that pur­
pose. 1,37
There was considerable wrangling between the United 
States, or the western group, and many members of the 
European bloc about the advisability of letting amateurs use
35a. s., Department of State, Report of American
Delegation, CCIR. 1929 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1930), Conference series 5, p. 6.
37Ibid., pp. 15, 406.
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certain bands and about establishing a uniform international
system to license amateurs. The United States delegation
thought it was neither
useful nor desirable to go beyond these provisions 
by making international technical regulations con­
cerning amateur stations. . . . Further the Dele­
gation . . . does not think that the present Conference
is authorized to enter here into the details of tech­
nical questions which the Washington Conference 
intended clearly to leave to the initiative of each
administration.38
The United States was successful in establishing its 
position of strict conformity with the Washington Convention, 
in not allowing the wave allocation set there to be changed, 
and in not allowing amateurs to be licensed internationally.
The American delegation achieved signal success 
. . . with respect to proposed restrictions limiting 
the activities of amateurs. . . . It is very gratifying
to report that the status of the amateurs in the United
States would not be changed by any recommendations of 
the conference.39
Committee III dealt with collaboration and its 
chairman was Gen. Saltzman. He reported that the American 
proposals were taken as a basis for the discussion about the 
various means of comparison of national standards. Since 
all the suggested methods discussed had advantages and dis­
advantages, "no action was taken at this time which would
38Ibid., p. 406.
U. S., Department of Commerce, Third Annual Report 
of Federal Radio Commission to Congress, October 1, 1928, to 
November 1, 1929 (Washington: Government Printing Office,
1929), pp. 78, 79.
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favor one method of comparison rather than another. This is 
in complete accord with the American proposals."4®
Committee IV had to do with exploitation, and there 
were eight representatives from the United States on the 
committee. "The United States position concerning assign­
ment of frequencies and the consideration of regulation 
matters by means of regulation agreements was in general 
maintained. "4^
At the conclusion of the conference, Gen. Saltzman, 
chairman of the American delegation, said,
The work . . . was carried on day and night 
throughout the conference and was most difficult 
owing to the extent of ground to be covered in a 
short time, and the frequent need for interpretation 
into the languages of the various nations con­
cerned. 42
He also commented that the preliminary studies of the 
American delegation were the basis for the discussions at
40Ibid., p. 17. 41Ibid., p. 31.
4^Hooper, "The Hague Conference," p. 767.
The general also mentioned on page 774 the gracious 
hospitality of the Netherlands government and the tours, 
banquets, and receptions. He said, "I wish to state that 
the conference was entirely worthwhile and successful, not 
only because of the accord reached on the points of the 
agenda but particularly because of the friendships made and 
renewed, as well as the opportunity for obtaining the points 
of view of all the nations represented on all sorts of com­
munication subjects. Radio, more than any other business, 
depends for its efficiency on cooperation between peoples 
separated at great distances, and such cooperation can best 
be acquired by understanding, confidence, and friendships 
such as are only possible by frequent international 
gatherings of this character."
This conference was considered a technical conference, 
not a diplomatic one.
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The Hague. Finally he said, "I have no hesitancy in saying 
that the success achieved was to a large degree due to the 
remarkable work of the United States delegation.
The achievements of the United States at this con­
ference can be summed up by saying she helped maintain the 
status quo. She was unsuccessful in getting English adopted 
but was satisfied that "her" communication enterprises could 
participate. In the four committees, organization, defini­
tion and standardization, collaboration, and exploitation, 
this country maintained her original position which was to 
leave the Washington agreements, including the status of 
amateurs and the Table of Allocations, untouched. The 
committee work was to prepare for some of the technical 
agenda at the Madrid Conference.
The third interim conference, the second inter­
national Radio Consulting Committee meeting, was held in 
Copenhagen from May 27 to June 8, 1931, with 200 representa­
tives from thirty-five countries. The United States dele­
gation included eleven persons from the government and 
fourteen individuals representing eleven private ccmpanies.^4
Government delegates were Wallace H. White Jr., 
chairman, J. H. Dellinger, and C. B. Jolliffe; technical 
assistants were G. C. Gross, Lt. Wesley T. Guest, attending
^ New York Times, October 26, 1929, p. 14.
^^Louis G. Caldwell, "International radio chronicle," 
Journal Radio Law, I (April, 1931), 163.
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his first international communication conference, Lt. Thomas 
H. Maddocks, Dr. C. G. Mcllwraith, Lt. Com. Joseph R. Redman, 
and Irwin Stewart; technical adviser was K. B. Warner; and 
secretary to the delegation was Vinton Chapin, foreign 
service office, Department of State, who had served as 
delegation secretary to the 1929 Safety-of-Life-at-Sea 
Conference.
Private company representatives were Lloyd 
Espenschied, L. E. Whittemore, and W. Wilson, American Tele­
phone and Telegraph Company; H. H. Buttner, Internetional 
Telephone and Telegraph Company; T. E. Nivison, marine 
department of Mackay Telegraph Company; Louis G. Caldwell, 
lawyer, Press Wireless, Inc.; Col. Samuel Reber, Radio 
Corporation of America; L. A. Briggs, Radio Corporation of 
America Communications, Inc.; C. J. Pannill, Radio Marine 
Corporation; Ralph M. Heintz and Edgar M. Wilson, Robert 
Dollar Company; J. W. Swanson, Southern Radio Company, W. N. 
Beakes, Tropical Radio Telegraph Company; and Dr. Cohn 
Nathanson, Universal Wireless Communication Company
The United States started to prepare for the Copen­
hagen conference early. At the request of the State Depart­
ment, the study on possible proposals was under the: direction 
of the Federal Radio Commission. That commission held the
45Ibid.
4^U. S., Department of State, Treaty Information 
Bulletin 19 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1931),
pp. 16, 17.
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initial preparatory meeting on June 24, 1930, and set up
four committees. Chairmen of committees A, B, C, and D
respectively were Capt. S. C. Hooper, Navy; W. D. Terrell,
Department of Commerce; L. Espenscheid, American Telephone
and Telegraph Company; and Dr. J. Dellinger, Department of 
diCommerce. '
Another meeting, on May 4, 1931, was held by the 
"executive council of the American section of the inter­
national Committee on Radio," [probably the same group as 
those who had met the previous year]. At this meeting 
Jolliffe, Dellinger, and Laurens Whittemore discus*ed the 
agenda of the coming Copenhagen meeting and probable issues 
of the 1932 joint conference.^
The position of the United States "with respect to 
the questions considered was prepared and submitted to all 
signatory nations, considerably prior" to the depaj ture of 
the Americans, "as the result of meetings and study of the
questions by committees. Recommendations of other nations
49have been similarly circularized."
The United States again stated its general principles 
about a communications conference needing to respect the 
system of ownership within each nation, that the agreements
^^Caldwell, "Radio chronicle," p. 163.
AO
Louis G. Caldwell, "International radio chronicle," 
Journal of Radio Law, I (July, 1931), 425.
49Ibid., p. 427.
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reached must suit all systems.
This country arranged her proposals into three 
categories. First were proposals for a communications con­
vention; these were based upon the draft convention circu­
lated by the Berne Bureau. Second were proposals for 
general regulations. The Americans presented no proposals 
of their own in this group, but did include some "on behalf 
of certain American communication companies." These pro­
posals formed the third category which included modifica­
tions of certain provisions of the service regulations 
annexed to the international Telegraph Convention.
The proposals concerned the topics, also called 
questions or opinions, to be studied at the conference. The 
united States submitted four questions to the Danish adminiS'
tration for consideration at this second Radio Consulting
52Committee meeting. These four questions were all accepted
50JWThe statement wsis as follows: "A comprehensive
communications convention must be so drafted as to be accept­
able to the governments which operate their own sys terns of 
communication and to the governments of those countries in 
which these systems are owned and operated by private enter­
prises. It should recognize the differences which exist 
among the nations both in the legal authority of Governments 
over communication and in the practice of Governments with 
respect to communication. . . .  It should not require methods 
and practices now followed in any one country or region to 
be adopted generally without regard to the Governmental 
principles or to the communication requirements of other 
countries or regions." (L. G. Caldwell, "International 
radio chronicle," Journal of Radio Law, I (October, 1931), 
641-53.
c o
L. G. Caldwell, "International radio chronicle," 
Journal of Radio Law, I (April, 1931), 164.
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for study at the conference. They were: (1) revision and
clarification of frequency tolerances, (2) revision and 
classification of information published by the Berne Bureau, 
(3) relation of certain aspects and uses of radio receiving 
systems to frequency separation between transmitting 
stations, and (4) possibility of suppressing certain kinds
of emissions.^3
A proposal circulated by Great Britain drew the 
attention of the United States. Great Britain wanted the 
broadcasting bands widened, but the United States insisted 
that the matter should be omitted from the deliberations at 
Copenhagen because it was outside the scope of the Radio 
Committee as stated by Article 33 of the Wasington General 
Regulations.^
Language was an issue again at this conference.
Almost everyone spoke English as either their first or 
second language, but French remained the official language of 
the conference. There were neither funds nor time available 
for translations into English of the many kinds of
c c
reports. J
The membership problem was resolved only temporarily.
53u. S., Department of State, Treaty Information 
Bulletin 19 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1931),
pp. 16-18.
S4L. G. Caldwell, "International radio chronicle," 
Journal of Radio Law, I (July, 1931), 427-28.
35jrwin Stewart, "International technical consulting 
committee in radio," American Journal of International Law, 
XXV (October, 1931), 692.
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Before the first Radio Committee meeting, the host country, 
the Netherlands, ascertained there was no objection to the 
two international organizations, international Union of 
Broadcasting and International Scientific Radio Union, 
participating in the meetings. By the time of the second 
Radio Committee conference, at least three other inter­
national organizations wanted to participate. They were the 
telegraph and telephone consulting committees comparable to 
the radio group now meeting, and the Communication and 
Transit Committee of the League of Nations.
At the first plenary session in Copenhagen, the 
Americans challenged the right of representatives of those 
three groups to be present as this country felt it was a 
violation of treaty provisions to admit them. The con­
ference's committee on organization could not decide as to 
whether these three, and possibly others in the future, 
should be admitted. Since the trio were already present, 
the United States did not press the subject, and it was 
agreed that the Madrid Conference should make the decision 
about the matter.^6
The conference also decided upon technical "opinions" 
for Madrid consideration. The opinions were numbered con­
secutively, beginning with those discussed at The Hague, and 
continuing at this second conference. Numbers of opinions 
from the first conference went from one to twenty-nine, and
56Ibid., p. 690.
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from this conference, thirty to fifty. Seven opinions at 
The Hague had been left unresolved and were considered at 
Copenhagen.
The United States attitude toward all the proposals 
and opinions, in general, was to stay within the limitations 
of the Washington agreements and not tamper with the 1927 
allocation table. This attitude was in contrast with that 
of some of the other nations but the conferees eventually 
agreed with the American stand. Technical assistant Stewart 
said,
Unanimous agreement was finally reached upon the 
point that allocation of frequency bands among the 
various radio services does not come within its com­
petence, but must be dealt with at the next world 
conference at Madrid. . . . The heart of an inter­
national radio agreement is the allocation table.
There it is that the determination is made as to the 
parts of the spectrum which each service shall 
occupy.57
The influence of the American representatives at this 
conference can be seen in that at least two matters were left 
for resolution at the Madrid Conference. This country was 
responsible for the delaying-until-Madrid action on both 
the membership problem and the tampering with the L927 Table 
of Allocations. The Americans were unsuccessful in changing 
the official language.
^Stewart, "Technical committee," p. 691.
A report by Louis G. Caldwell, representing a pri­
vate company at the conference, in his "International radio 
chronicle," of July, 1931, pp. 427, 428, corroborated 
Stewart's report. The American delegation did not make a 
report.
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To summarize the interim period, three conferences 
were held at Prague, The Hague, and Copenhagen. They 
resulted in some regional broadcast agreements being worked 
out for Europe, the 1927 Washington Table of Allocations 
being left untouched, the status of amateurs still protected, 
the position of non-governmental agencies at the specialized 
conferences being discussed, and an agenda dealing with 
technical matters readied for the consideration of the 
joint conference.
Other preparations were also underway. American 
representatives worked on their proposals for the joint con­
ference for about two years before it opened.®® The United 
States proposals had been submitted to Berne in time for 
inclusion in a 618-page "cahier" which was published in 
October, 1931, and contained the proposals of many govern­
ments. The cahier was printed in French and translation was 
a time-consuming job for this country.®® There wen; about 
3,000 proposals for the conferees to consider by the time 
the conference opened.®®
58flrew York Times, August 18, 1932, p. 22.
®®L. G. Caldwell, "International radio chronicle," 
Journal of Radio Law, II (January-April, 1932), 227.
®®L. Espenschied and L. Whittemore, "The Internation­
al Telegraph and Radio Conferences of Madrid," Bell Telephone 
Quarterly (January, 1933), pp. 55-62.
No clear distinction was made between proposals and 
resolutions, thus the different numbers in various reports. 
The New York Times of August 29, 1932, reported on page 14 
there were more than 4,000 resolutions to consider.
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Not. only were proposals circulated prior to the con­
ference, so was a suggested draft for a joint convention.
It was written by one of the two deputy directors of the 
Berne Bureau, M. Boulanger. After due consideration of his 
suggested joint convention, the Americans decided that if 
the joint convention were confined to general principles and 
if the annexed regulations were so drafted as to segregate 
matters of general interest from operating details, the 
United States could sign the convention and the regulations 
of general interest. ^
This country then submitted two sets of proposals. 
One was for a joint or combined convention which would leave 
out mention of operating details, and the other was for a 
set of two separate conventions, one each for telegraph and 
radio. Other countries also submitted suggestions on the 
unofficial joint convention proposed. M. Boulanger then 
prepared another draft which was used as the basis of much
— A
of that work at the confeience.
Madrid Conference, 1932
The first joint conference opened in Madrid on 
September 4, 1932®3 with almost 600 persons in attendance.
®^lrwin Stewart, "The Madrid international Telecom­
munication Convention," Air Law Review, V (July, 1934), 238.
62Ibid.
®3Louis Caldwell in his "international radio chron­
icle" of January-April, 1932, said, on page 434, the united 
States Navy was trying to get the tentative mid-September
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Delegates came from about seventy-five governments, fifty 
communication companies, and thirty organizations.^
The United States designated two sets of representa­
tives. Radio delegates were Judge Eugene 0. Sykes, acting 
chairman of the Federal Radio Commission and chairman of the 
American delegation; Dr. C. B. Jolliffe, Department of Com­
merce and radio conference veteran; Chicago banker Walter 
Lichenstein, representing the American Export Manufacturers 
Association, National Foreign Trade Council, Merchants
Association of New York, and the United States Chairber of
C\ RCommerce; and Irwin Stewart, Department of State. J
Telegraph observers were the above four plus Army 
Maj. William T. Friedman, secretary of the delegation.^ The
opening date of the conference postponed because oi economic 
conditions. The Navy had the "tacit and active support of 
certain of the large American communication companies."
What happened to the Navy suggestion is not known.
The conference was opened with a speech by the 
Spanish premier who singled out the Americans when he said, 
"I greet all the nations of the world, and especially, our 
brothers in America." (New York Times, September 14, 1932, 
p. 15.)
^Espenschied and Whittemore, "Madrid," pp 55-62. 
There is a discrepancy in the figures as to how maj.y coun­
tries were there. From Semaphore to Satellite, page 159, 
said eighty governments participated. The New York Times of 
October 2, 1932, page 24, said 125 nations were present.
65u. S., Department of State, Report of American 
Delegation, Madrid, 1932 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1934), Conference Series 15, p. 1.
^Friedman had been a technical adviser for radio at 
the Washington Conference, an observer at the 1928 telegraph 
conference in Paris, and was the United States authority 
and writer on codes.
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technical advisers for radio were Friedman, G. C. Gross,
W. T. Guest, Robert Pell, J. B. Redman, H. J. Walls, and 
E. M. Webster. In addition there were three specialized 
secretaries, a disbursing officer, and eight translators or
/■ n
interpreters for the total delegation.
Other persons at Madrid, representing private com­
munication companies or other interests, included J. F. 
Bratney, L. Espenschied, Knud Fick, H. E. Shreve, W. E. 
Whittemore, and E. S. Wilson from American Telephone and 
Telegraph Company; Col. Samuel Reber for Radio Corporation 
of America, Radio Corporation of America Communications, 
Inc., Radiomarine Corporation o£ America, and Cuba Trans­
atlantic Radio Company; Paul B. Klugh from Zenith Manu­
facturing and Radio Manufacturers' Association; H. Pratt,
H. H. Buttner, and T. E. Nivison from Mackay Radio and 
Telegraph Company; Richard Southgate and Ralph Heintz from 
American Steamship Owners' Association; Louis G. Caldwell 
from National Association of Broadcasters; K. B. Warner and 
Paul Segal for American Radio Relay League; C. 0. Pancake 
from the international Chamber of Commerce; Armstrong Perry 
from National Committee on Education by Radio; John 
Poniatowski, Lloyd Briggs, A. J. Costigan, and Willis H. 
Booth, with unidentified affilations
^ Report of Delegation, p. 4.
^®List of non-governmental persons attending, "Mad­
rid Telecommunications Conference," Department of Commerce 
files, U. S. Archives.
Louis G. Caldwell in his "International radio
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Technically the telegraph and radio conferences "met
simultaneously" as they were two entities legally, but they
set up a Joint Convention Committee as well as other joint
committees. "The rules of procedure they adopted were to
69all intents and purposes identical."
The main purposes of this joint conference were to 
update the International Telegraph Convention of St. Peters­
burg of 1875 and its revised regulations as well as the 
International Radiotelegraph Convention of Washington of 
1927 and its regulations. The telegraph conferees were most 
interested in the length of the code words that would be 
allowed in telegrams and the resulting rates. The radio
chronicle" of January-April, 1932, reported on page 434 how 
non-governmental persons attended the conference. The 
Spanish government asked the United States government for a 
list of the American companies to be included at the con­
ference so that invitations could also be extended to them. 
The host country asked that the number of those who planned 
to attend be turned in to them by the first of February, 
1932.
At least one other organization belatedly wanted to 
be represented at the conference. In the United States 
Archives was a letter from delegate Lichtenstein, dated 
September 23, 1932, to the president of the Institute of 
American Meat Packers. He said, "Evidently there is some 
misunderstanding on the part of organizations in the United 
States regarding membership at this conference. Only organ­
izations invited by the Spanish Government to the conference 
and formally admitted to the conference by a committee which 
handles such matters can be represented. It is in no sense 
an open conference, but one consisting largely of govern­
ment representatives and representatives of operating com­
panies. . . . As a result of the intervention of the 
American delegation, the international chamber of Commerce 
has been permitted to take part in the conference, but I 
believe it is about the only organization of that type that 
has a voice in the conference."
69From Semaphore to Satellite (Geneva: Inter­
national Telecommunication Union, 1965), p. 159.
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conferees were most interested in trying to satisfy the 
demands of the various countries for additional wave lengths 
for broadcasting.^®
Problems of voting and of language had to be settled 
first. Then telegraph and radio complexities were 
straightened out. Three additional matters affecting both 
media needed to be determined finally. They were the prob­
lems of censorship, of joint or separate conventions, and 
the place of the next conference were all of importance.
The main purposes of the conference as well as the auxiliary 
problems were all of interest to the United States.
First, there was the "old business" of voting and 
language to be resolved. The United States tried to find a 
solution to the former issue prior to the conference at the 
cahier level and also at the conference level, in committee 
and plenary session.
Before the conference the Americans had circulated 
their proposal about voting. It read, "The right to vote is 
limited to independent countries and to territorial units 
possessing a large measure of autonomy, as evidenced by 
their eligibility for membership in the League of Nations, 
and [to countries] which send to international conferences
delegations not subject to the control of any other dele- 
71gations." The USSR liked the early United States proposal
^Espenschied and Whittemore, "Madrid," pp. 55-62.
71 I. Stewart, "The Madrid International Telecommuni­
cation Convention," Air Law Review, V (July, 1934), 248.
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except for the reference to the League of Nations.72
Later, the American delegation presented a proposal 
to the Conference committee on voting
for the abolition of all colonial votes. This 
proposal was both warmly supported and vigorously 
attacked. While a majority was at all times in favor 
of the abolition of colonial votes, there was an 
important minority in favor of the continuance of such 
votes. . . . Because of the importance of the question 
and of the possibility that a decision forced by a 
majority upon a minority might cause several delegations 
to withdraw from the Conference, the committee at the 
outset determined that its decision should be reached 
unan imou sly.7 3
The committee's proposal centered aroung the defini­
tions of "colony," "nation," and "independence." France, 
Great Britain, and the Netherlands wanted one vote for each
colony. The United States and others wanted one vote per 
74nation. The Number of votes depended on the technical and 
economic development of the country and its political 
sovereignty.7^
Since the committee on voting could not reach a solu­
tion, the problem was brought to the plenary session where a 
solution could not be reached either. The United States' 
suggestion of leaving the problem to diplomatic channels was 
accepted by the conferees. This country then took charge of
72Ibid., pp. 240-45.
72Report of Delegation, p. 16.
74New York Times, October 2, 1932, p. 24.
7^Espenschied and Whittemore, "Madrid."
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76the negotxatxons at the request of the conference.
7 7A provxsxonal system of votxng was agreed upon.
The temporary solution was that each delegation represented 
on a committee should have the right to vote. Since the 
plenary sessions permitted any delegations so requesting to 
be represented on any committee, the result was to allow 
colonial representation on all the important committees.78
The other major mutual problem of the conferences 
was language. The United States wanted English to be 
accepted officially on a par with French. Some delegations 
agreed with this country, and some other delegations wanted 
French the official language with some on-the-floor permis­
siveness. The last-named group was willing to permit 
English to be used in debates if the speakers had their 
remarks translated into French, and would permit remarks in 
French to be translated into English upon the request of a 
delegation. The French and Italian delegates said the old 
system had proved satisfactory. The American and British 
delegations said English v/as just as satisfactory e s  French,
and the expense of interpretation should be borne by the
7 9whole conference, not by a single delegation.
76Stewart, "Madrid," pp. 245-56.
77Report of Delegation, p. 16.
78Stewart, "Madrid," p. 245.
79Ibid., pp. 257-61.
The interpreters were furnished by the United States 
at this conference. The English translations were also 
furnished by this country and they were made available to the 
other delegations upon request. (Espenscheid & Whittemore, 
"Madrid," pp. 55-62.)
243
Three other arguments were advanced by the proponents 
of English on at least a par with French. First was that 
the two languages worked well at the League of Nations.
Second was that by far the largest number of telegrams in 
the international telegraph service were in English and 
third, the Bureau sold more of its lists of radio stations 
printed in English than those in French. The United States 
said this important matter should be settled now because it 
was the first time that an official language was to be 
written into the convention.®0
A temporary agreement was reached that, pending 
final settlement of the question, French would be translated
into English, and vice versa, in the discussions and debates.
0*1
Interpreters were to be furnished by the United States.
The final settlement was a compromise and provided 
that official documents, which were very long and lead by 
only a few, would be printed in French. The service publica­
tions and debates would be printed in both French and 
English. The United Statens was willing to accept this. In 
the meantime the Latin American nations said they wanted 
Spanish declared an official language, Brazil wanted 
Portuguese, Germany wanted its native tongue, ad infinitum. 
Finally, the Argentine delegation withdrew its request for
80Ibid.
Q  1
Report of Delegation, p. 15.
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82Spanish and the other requests then were withdrawn too.
The questions of voting and language were finally 
solved by compromise with this country providing leadership 
in both areas.
The conference had seven working committees, four 
with subcommittees, some with separate telegraph and radio 
sections. American observers were present at the telegraph 
section meetings but they had no vote. in the following 
list of committees and their American members, the same indi­
viduals served as telegraph observers and radio delegate.
Committee I. Joint convention— Judge Sykes and 
Dr. Stewart
Subcommittee on technical advisory organizations, 
e.g., CCIR and CCIT— Dr. Jolliffe and Dr. Dellinger
Committee II. Regulations, radio— Dr. Jolliffe 
Subcommittee on administration, etc.— Lt. Guest 
Subcommittee on interference, etc.— Cmdr. Webster 
Subcommittee on amateurs, etc.— Mr. Walls and Dr. 
Dellinger
Committee III. Reties eind traffic— Dr. Lichtenstein 
Subcommittee on mobile services— Cmdr. Webster 
Subcommittee on texiffs— Dr. Lichtenstein and Mr. 
Friedman
Committee IV. Technical, radio— Judge Sykes, chair­
man of committee, and Dr. Jolliffe
Subcommittee on allocations— Dr. Jolliffe ?nd Cmdr. 
Redman
82Stewart, "Madrid," p. 261.
Article 21 of the convention said English and French 
were on an equal basis for all discussions and debates at the 
conferences. Official interpreters were to be furnished by 
the Bureau for immediate translation from French to English 
and vice versa. (James M. Herring and Gerald C. Gross, 
Telecommunications: Economics and Regulation (New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1936), p. 364.)
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Subcommittee on class of waves, etc.— Dr. Dellinger
Committee V. Drafting, radio— Dr. Stewart and Mr. 
Gross
Committee VI. Study of the management of the Inter­
national Bureau— no Americans
Committee VII. Verification of full powers, voting 
— Judge Sykes and Dr. Stewart.83
The American interest in the telegraph meetings was 
to protect the rights of the public and press in "reasonable" 
rates. These rates involved the extensive role code language 
played in telegrams. The United States was also interested 
in obtaining access for its private companies to the inter­
national conferences.
Before the telegraph meetings even opened, the 
American delegation was faced with the necessity of fighting 
off a drive being made by private cable and radio companies 
to have regulations drawn up which would force business to 
pay much higher toll rates. The communication companies 
wanted users to pay the 8-word rate for any message up to 
eight words, whereas the existing minimum was three words,
QA
not eight words.
A significant change related to telegraph rates was 
in code language requirements. By the conclusion of the 
conference code words were shortened to five letters, rates 
were changed but little and press censorship was curbed.®®
®®Report of Delegation, p. 7.
®<% e w  York Times, August 18, 1932, p. 22. Press 
censorship involved telegram and radio.
85]jjew York Times, December 11, 1932, p. 20.
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A telegraph conference report wired by Sykes to the 
Secretary of State said, "At plenary session on Thursday 
evening report of Committee on Telegraph Rates abolishing 
Category A of code language was adopted by vote of 24-18 
fsic]. We supported maintenance of status quo but have no 
vote in telegraph conference STOP Britain and Germany voted 
against adoption of report."®^
S^Eugene o. Sykes, Telegram to Secretary of State, 
dated November 11, 1932. U. S. Archives.
The United States Archives, housed in a big, beauti­
ful, well-guarded, marble building in Washington, D. C., 
provided much of the original material for this chapter. The 
file on this conference consisted of several large boxes, 
most containing loose papers in folders, and some containing 
semi-assembled books. One book comprised telegrams received 
by the delegation and another had copies of telegrams sent 
by the delegation. The latter were usually sent over the 
name of the chairman, Judge Sykes.
The» telegrams received came from Secretary of State 
Stimson, acting Secretary of State Castle, and many, many 
pressure groups. The relationship between Stimson, Castle, 
and the delegation seemed to be a good working one. The 
telegrams, letters, and notes were business-like and yet 
often a personal note of friendliness was evinced.
Misunderstandings and frustrations seemed to be more 
prevalent between the members of the delegation and citizen 
groups than between the Department of State and the dele­
gation. The two "amateur" representatives reported to Sykes 
that a Mr. Geiss had led them astray after a complete dis­
cussion on a particular problem and an agreement between the 
pair and Geiss on certain definitions. When Mr. Geiss made 
his report to the Committee on Regulations, Subcommittee 1, 
he did not include those necessary definitions at all.
Warner and Segal, the amateur representatives, felt this was 
such a serious omission, they wanted Sykes to take some 
punitive action. They said, "It is another manifestation of 
Mr. Geiss' obstinacy on this question, and seems to call for 
another display of your own brand of obstinacy thereon." 
(Letter from Warner and Segal to Sykes, dated September 30, 
1932. U. S. Archives.)
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Another interest of the united States in the tele­
graph meetings was that private companies should be allowed 
to participate, at least in an advisory capacity. The 
Americans first had the following added to the pertinent sub­
committee 's report.
Each administrative conference may allow the 
participation in an advisory capacity of private 
enterprises which operate international telecom­
munication services and which shall be recognized 
by the respective contracting governments.8/
Later, the Americans changed it to "Each administra­
tive conference may permit the participation of private 
enterprises of a country in which the government does not 
operate the services to which the Regulations in question
Q Q
are applicable." The subcommittee finally agreed.
®^E. 0. Sykes, Telegram to Secretary of State, Dated 
November 11, 1932. U. S. Archives.
®®Xbid.
Article 18 in the final convention provides that 
"each administrative conference may permit the participation 
in an advisory capacity of private operating agencies." The 
American delegation obviously approved of the article as it 
provided for the participation of American companies in inter­
national telegraph conferences which adopt rules of operating 
procedure. Otherwise this country could not "effectively 
participate because of its nonacceptance of the telegraph 
. . . regulations." (Report of American Delegation, pp. 51, 
13.)
The article had ramifications that were foreseen by 
Judge Sykes. He wrote, "The text adopted does not exclude 
any organization and under it the host government probably 
would have considerable latitude in extending invitations. 
There is strong feeling by many delegations that the number 
of companies and organizations attending conferences should 
be severely limited as conferences are becoming so large as 
to be unwieldly. Resolution limiting participation of organ­
izations may be offered in later plenary sessions. (E. 0. 
Sykes. Telegram sent to Secretary of State. Dated September 
11, 1932. U. S. Archives.)
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A change of venue took place for regulations con­
cerned with the transmission of radiotelegrams in the marine 
service. Formerly this type of communication had been 
included in the telegraph regulations but now the matter was 
in the supplementary radio regulations. The Telegraph and 
Radio Consulting committees were to be continued in much the 
same way as before but the operation of each was made more 
uniform with the other. The United States agreed with the
QQ
updating of both these matters.0
The results of the telegraph section meetings were 
seen in the joining of the conventions but in the separate 
Telegraph Regulations. The United States was partly 
successful in keeping rates down and entirely successful in 
enabling private companies to participate in the conferences.
There were five major radio issues at this con­
ference, said Louis G. Caldwell who was at the conference 
representing the National Association of Broadcasters.
They were (1) the allocation of additional frequen­
cies to broadcasting, (2) the broadcasting situation in 
Europe, (3) the broadcasting situation in North America, (4) 
technical considerations, and (5) the composition of the 
Radio Committee.^® Before the conference, Caldwell had been 
chairman of a special committee studying the use of radio
89Espenschied and Whittemore, "Madrid," p. 6.
90L. G. Caldwell, "International radio chronicle," 
Journal of Radio Law, II (July, 1932), 606-22.
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9 1frequencies in the band between 10-550 he.
The first issue, the allocation of additional fre­
quencies to broadcasting, evolved from the Washington Con­
ference where the radio spectrum was divided into bands of 
frequency allocations. These allocations of bands were not 
made to countries per se but to services. The administration 
of a country had some latitude in the assigning of the 
frequencies within the services under its jurisdiction as 
long as there was no interference with the services of 
another country. For broadcasting to get the use cf more 
frequencies, these frequencies had to be taken fron some 
other service as the total number of frequencies Wc.s limited. 
Other services, then, such as the marine and aeronautical, 
were very much interested in what the broadcasting service 
had allocated to it.
A year and a half before the conference, in the 
united States "tentative and preliminary draft of proposals," 
this country did not suggest any change in the bands of 
frequency allocations to broadcasting. This action implied 
that this country was opposed to any c h a n g e . ^2 This was in 
contrast to the proposals submitted by the International 
Broadcasting Union for the revision of the international 
allocations to services. The Broadcasting Union's proposals
91New York Times, July 10, 1932, p. 24.
92L. G. Caldwell, "International radio chronicle," 
Journal of Radio Law, II (July, 1932), 607.
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qo
and those of this country were the opposite extremes. J
American commercial interests made themselves heard 
before the conference opened. A spokesman for the Bell 
Telephone Laboratories pointed out that "adding longer waves 
[lower frequencies] to the general broadcast band in the 
united States presents the serious obstacle of having to 
design new receivers to cover a much greater band of 
frequencies," and this would be expensive in many w a y s .
Another point of view was expressed by the Radio 
Manufacturers' Association. This group said lower fre­
quencies were needed for broadcasting because that would 
give city folks better reception and allow rural folks to 
get more reception than what many were getting.95
The marine-related businesses also spoke up. Three 
of the former wrote the Secretary of State before the con­
ference. One, a spokesman representing the "Wireless 
Committee of the international Shipping Conference," wrote 
that his group was "much concerned at the failure of the 
broadcasting interests to confine themselves to th .t part of 
the spectrum allotted to them at Washington in 192 ." He 
also hoped "nothing is done in the future which could in any 
way depreciate the value of the mobile wireless service as
93Ibid., pp. 607-12.
94ftiew York Times, August 14, 1932, sect. IX, p. 7. 
Spokesman quoted was Glenn G. Gillett.
9^Letter, dated August, 1932. Madrid file, Depart­
ment of Commerce. U. S. Archives.
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one of the most powerful aids to the safety of human life."98
The American Steamship Owners' Association felt the 
same about this subject and pointed out that they had fifty 
members and controlled a majority of the privately-owned
0*7
tonnage in ocean transportation under the American flag.
The United States Shipping Board expressed itself in much
g o
the same fashion.
The American position at the conference may be 
siammed up as follows:
The principal effort of the delegation of the 
United States was to maintain, as far as possible, 
the allocation and rules for use of frequencies the 
same as those of the Washington Regulations. Around 
this allocation there has been developed a large 
number of stations which represent a large invest­
ment of the radiocommunication administrations and 
private operating companies of the world."
After the conference was well under way, Chairman 
Sykes wired the State Department for instructions about 
allocation problems in general. He was told to maintain the 
status quo about the bands allotted to the air service as 
the delegation had already compromised on marine frequen­
cies. Sykes reported that Russian-backed "insurgents" 
wanted more channels taken from the marine services and
"Letter, writer's name not noted but letterhead was 
"Pacific Anerican Steamship Association." Addressed to 
Secretary of State Stimson. Dated August 12, 1932. U. S. 
Archives.
97 Ibxd., Letter dated August, 1932, and probably 
addressed to Secretary of State. No other details noted.
98Ibid.
" Report of Delegation, p. 17.
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given to aeronautics. "Situation here moving rapidly and 
delay decreases probability of any constructive solu-
The State Department wired Sykes "to state clearly 
present position of other important maritime nations with 
regard to encroachments on marine bands. "1°1
A week later acting Secretary of State Castle wired 
the suggestion that the allocation of frequencies in ques­
tion be made contingent on the successful outcome of the
North American agreement.
I feel that the mobile services would agree to 
this although I understand the representatives of 
the shipowners are fearful that in the interim
between signing the treaty and the conclusion of a
North American agreement the Radio Commission would 
allocate frequencies in question to broadcasting.
. . .  If you believe this idea is useful as presented 
or with modifications which may occur to you, please 
present this plan to the Department as your original 
idea without reference to this m e s s a g e . 102
The Secretary of State wired the American delegation 
a week later to say that the shipping people, very unhappy 
about giving up any marine frequencies, were "absolutely 
adamant" about it. The telegram warned that if the
^00E. 0. Sykes. Telegrams rsicl, to Secretary of 
State. Dated October 17, 1932. U. S. Archives.
-*-0-^Telegram dated October 31, 1932, which quoted 
parts of the October 17 telegram. No other wires were noted 
between the 17th and 31st on this subject. U. S. Archives.
102Winiam r . castle. Telegram to Sykes, Dated 
November 7, 1932. U. S. Archives. The code used in the 
telegrams was "En Clair" for Sykes and "Gray" for Stimson, 
Secretary of State. Code was not always used. The North 
Anerican agreement is discussed in the next chapter.
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delegation goes against the shipping interests at the con­
ference, those interests will work to keep the Senate from
i n i
okaying the', convention.
The American delegation answered the State Department 
as follows:
Representative Stewart of American shipping 
interests left Madrid before allocation fight 
developed as did radio representatives of the ITT 
System. STOP The only private marine group which 
has remained in Madrid is RCA and they appreciate 
the situation STOP Our Delegation throughout has 
been the principal defender of the marine interests 
even though its effectiveness has been limited by 
the restrictions placed on Delegation. STOP If 
the marine interests are ostriches it must be an Act 
of God with which neither the Department nor the 
Delegation may interfere.104
1°%enry L. Stimson. Telegram to Sykes. Dated 
November 15, 1932. U. S. Archives.
^°^E. O. Sykes. Telegram to Secretary of State.
Dated November, 1932. U. S. Archives.
Another telegraphed answer from the Americein. delega­
tion on the same topic in the same month to the Stj.te Depart­
ment was a succinct, "Question is not whether marine 
interests will surrender some frequencies, but how much of 
anything can be held for marine service."
More information about a delegation member was noted
in the following telegram dated November 7, 1932, from the
acting Secretary of State to Sykes.
"Although the full power authorized the Delegation 
to sign the Convention 'jointly and severally,' I hesitate 
to release Mr. Lichtenstein from the responsibility of 
making a decision which by signing signifies his support of 
the Convention and by refusal indicates his disapproval. He 
is the only non-governmental member of the Delegation and 
consequently I consider it important in view of the important 
interests he represents that he be in Madrid at the con­
clusion of the Conference to sign the Convention. I have no 
objection to his departure in the meantime to attend his 
personal affairs if his services are not absolutely neces­
sary. Has he indicated to you any possibility that he would 
not affix his signature to the Convention?" In due time 
Lichtenstein signed the Convention.
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The marine services did not suffer unduly, and the 
aeronautical services were recognized. Air services are 
carried on in the United States in a different manner than 
in Europe so no special provisions could be internationally 
applicable.105
Earlier the State Department had said, "We suggest 
that the solution to the allocation problem should be found 
not simply on the basis of what is best for the mobile 
services, but on the basis of what is best for all services, 
including broadcasting."'*'®®
The American delegation reported, "Frequency alloca­
tions remained essentially the same but the language was
made more definite and the allocation table is no longer
107merely a guxde." "As a whole, the allocation table, as
it affects North America is very satisfactory since it 
remains practically unchanged from that of the Washington 
allocation and does not disturb existing services."1-®8 The
IQ^Report of Delegation, pp. 19, 20.
1_0fiHenry L. Stimson. Telegram to Sykes. Dated 
November 22, 1932. U. S. Archives.
107Report of Delegation, p. 17.
108Ibid., p. 21.
Veteran commentator S. C. Hooper also said there was 
little change in frequency allocations, and that many articles 
of the new convention and regulations clarified the 1927 
provisions which had been vague. (Stanford C. Hooper.
Lecture given at the Naval War College, Newport, R. l. on 
April 23, 24, 1936. Private papers.)
255
United States was effective apparently on the first of the 
five major radio issues.
The second major issue was the broadcasting situation 
in Europe. The registration system outlined at the Washing­
ton Conference ran into excessive difficulties in Europe 
because Russia, which had not participated in the 1927 con­
ference and had not signed the convention, "worked havoc" 
with it.^®3 The Soviet delegation, in fact, wanted a com­
plete reorganization of all the broadcast bands established 
in 1927. This was absolutely unacceptable to the United 
States because of the tremendous cost involved. The European 
nations agreed that it would be very expensive, but they were 
getting so much interference from Russian stations that they 
wanted to, needed to, compromise somehow.
Some European nations were unable to conform to the 
increase of bands available for special services. The lack 
of conformity was either to parts of the Washington alloca­
tion tables, or to some of the standards set up at the 
Prague Plan Conference or to certain of the opinions 
expressed at the first Radio Consulting Committee meeting. ^ ^
European enthusiasm for the Madrid conference was 
for many reasons— partly because of the geographical
lO^W. j. Donovan, "Origin and development of radio 
law," Air Law Review, II (November, 1931), 474.
^ ^New York Times, October 2, 1932, sect. II, p. 4.
G. Caldwell, "International radio chronicle, " 
Journal of Radio Law, II (July, 1932), 612-14.
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closeness of the countries and partly due to the intrusive­
ness of Soviet stations. "The struggle for supremacy in 
radio broadcasting (among European nations), with the fear 
of foreign propaganda being one of the chief incentives,
1 I O
has created chaotic conditions in the ether."
Why was the United States interested in European 
broadcasting? At least one reason was that the mari­
time mobile bands needed to be uniform throughout the world 
for the system to function at all.H^
The outstanding result of the conference was 
"Russia's decision to accept its findings, with reserva­
tions."'*'^^ The situation in Europe was certainly eased after 
the Madrid conference and it was partly because the United 
States recognized the value of regional agreements, and 
partly because she was so familiar with the problems which 
had been worked on at the three interim conferences.
The third major issue was the broadcasting situation 
in North America. Some general observations will be made 
here, but the details of the Western Hemisphere situation 
will be covered in the following chapter.
The United States and Canada stayed within their 
broadcast bands pretty well, but the facilities were very
■*-^No author, "International radio activities," Air 
Law Review, II (April, 1931), 244.
H-^Caldwell, "Radio Chronicle."
^^^Keesing1s Contemporary Archives, Vol. 1 (1931- 
1934), #588F.
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crowded. The depression had halted new construction, or 
else there would have been a great deal more unsatisfactory 
broadcasting reception in the two nations. Broadcasters or 
radio stations in this country will soon have to decide 
between two alternatives: a sacrifice of the facilities now
used by them or an allocation of additional bands of fre- 
quencxes for broadcasting.
Mexico was the cause of an "outstanding development" 
at Madrid, as far as the United States was concerned, on the 
first day of the conference. The New York Times reported, 
"Mexico is finally willing to treat with the United States 
on the allotment of wave lengths to clear up radio inter­
ference in the united States from south of the Rio 
Grande. The Mexican spokesman said his group was
empowered to make a private arrangement with the United
States. This was one of the principal tasks assigned by the
1 1 7Mexican government to its delegates, he said. ' Ihe fact 
that Mexico was willing to even talk about radio matters, 
which the United States had classified as difficulties, was 
the breakthrough or outstanding development.
The talk did not seem to mean there was to be a 
meeting of minds right away. Several weeks after the 
opening conference, the Secretary of State wired the American
^Caldwell, "Radio chronicle," pp. 514-15. 
York Times. September 4, 1932, p. 15. 
ll7Ibid.
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delegation about a new station which had been opened on the 
Mexican side of the common border. Both the National Asso­
ciation of Broadcasters and the Columbia Broadcasting System 
wanted act;.on taken against it as it was causing great inter­
ference with stations in this country. The two private 
groups said the new station was financed by "American" 
capital (United States) and "sponsored by unworthy persons." 
The Departi\ent of State wired the delegation to try to get 
support from the Mexican representatives at Madrid to inter­
cede with zheir government to maintain the status quo, as 
far as establishing new stations along the border. The 
telegram urged the delegates to use their discretion and not 
to seem to be in a hurry or the Mexicans might strike a 
better bargain because of the seeming haste of the United
States. The wire concluded with a plea to pass along any
l i f tideas for solutions to United States-Mexican problems. ° 
During the conference at Madrid, there was a pre­
liminary meeting to arrange for a possible Western Hemi­
sphere regional agreement. Part.icipants were Canada, Cuba, 
Mexico and the United States. Those present from the United 
States were Sykes, jolliffe, Gross, and Stewart. The reason 
for the meeting was to consider the execution of a regional 
agreement to help solve the problems of interference caused
118H. L. Stimson. Telegram to E. 0. Sykes, Dated 
October 19, 1932. U. S. Archives.
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by the use of the frequencies allocated for broadcasting.^^
The four nations agreed to the allocation table in
the Madrid Regulations after the United States assured them
there would be a North American Regional Conference to help
120each get a more equitable share of the broadcast spectrum.
Broadcasting problems in North America seemed to be 
on their way to being resolved.
The; fourth major issue, according to Caldwell, was 
technical considerations. This problem boiled down to a 
determination of which frequency bands were most appropriate 
for the several services and how to keep interference to a 
minimum. The Radio Committee supported the Washington 
convention and regulations. The Broadcasting Union said the 
Radio Committee should restudy, take a stand, and do some­
thing about reallocating frequency bands. Great Britain 
supported the Broadcasting Union and included its stand in 
her Madrid proposals. The united States said the realloca­
tion of frequencies was outside the scope of the Radio
121Committee so the Committee could not take a stand.
At least one group of United States citizers objected 
to the stand of their government. The National Association 
of Broadcasters presented a resolution to the delegates at
H%iOOse papers in Madrid files without a heading or 
date, no other identification noted. U. S. Archives.
120S. C. Hooper. Lecture at Naval War College, New­
port, R. I., April 23, 24, 1936. Private papers.
^■^^Caldwell, "Radio Chronicle," pp. 617-21.
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the Madrid conference asking them to take the proposals of
the Broadcasting Union as the basis for their position on
certain bands of frequencies and not be bound by the pro-
122posals submxtted xn the name of the Unxted States.
in evaluating this privately sponsored resolution, 
Capt. S. C~ Hooper wrote,
The worst time was prior to and during the Madrid 
Conference. . . .  At which time some of our broadcast 
organizations attempted behind the scenes to work with 
foreigners and undermine the . . .  of the United 
States proposal. I saw the probability of this prior 
to departure of our delegation from Washington and 
at my own request remained in Washington, substituting 
my . . . Joe Redman in my place and instructed him to 
cable me of any intrigue.
This he did very efficiently and as a result I was 
able to arrange the . . . under every proposal which 
differed from our approved plans. He cabled to 
Washington for action, and the State Department 
referred all those to the local 'involved group.'
This spiked our broadcasters attempted treachery for 
once and a l l .  23
Capt. Hooper thought the Madrid Conference was 
primarily concerned with interference reduction.^24 Spark 
transmitters caused a great deal of interference as mentioned 
in the Washington Conference discussion. They were rela­
tively primitive radio sets which had long been used by 
shipping interests. Their advantage was that they were
•*-2^Caldwell, "Radio chronicle," pp. 639-40.
!23s. c. Hooper, Handwritten entry in small notebook, 
undated. Private papers. The ellipses replace one illegible 
word each time. The first such unreadable word might have 
been "approval" or "appraisal."
■*■24s. c. Hooper. Lecture, op. cit., 1936. Private
papers.
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economical in every way but their use of the spectrum. The 
radio waves they used tended to wander off from any assigned 
frequency and consequently caused interference with those 
services or stations using the frequency assigned them. The 
United States, in particular, had tried to eliminate their 
use worldwide. At the 1927 conference this country had won 
European consent to ban spark transmitters entirely by 1940.
This problem of spark transmitters came up again at 
the Madrid Conference. Representatives of the American 
broadcasting interests reminded the delegation that the 
Washington convention had limited spark transmitters in power 
to 300 watts after 1940 and they were to be for emergency 
use only. The position was taken when it was realized
that certain European nations had no intention 
of complying with the spirit of the Washington Con­
vention and, taking advantage of a strict literal 
interpretation, are equipping ships with the inten­
tion of using spark transmitters for all purposes 
after 1940 with the result that the situation after 
that date will be very little better than it is now.
On the other hand the United States Government had 
lived up to the spirit of the Washington Convention 
and as a result its ships are rapidly being equipped 
with modern apparatus. it is our understanding that 
the United States Delegation had the support of all 
interests in this country in its position.
Our first inquiry is whether the United States 
Delegation believes it hopeless to obtain agreement 
on a restriction on the use of spark transmitters to 
emergency uses after 1940.
Our second inquiry is whether the United States 
Delegation has been successful in limiting the use of 
500 kc. to distress and calling and in eliminating 
traffic on that frequency. . . .125
125h _ L. Stimson. Telegram #82 to Sykes. Dated 
November 22, 1932. U. S. Archives. Stimson, Secretary of 
State quotes from a letter he says he "received from
262
The first question was answered in Article 9 of the 
General Radio Regulations, pp. 199-120. Spark transmitters 
are not identified byname, but very definite specifications 
are included in that article as to what is and is not allowed. 
The Washington Convention was upheld.
In answer to the second inquiry, the United States 
had proposed that there be no further protection prohibiting 
the exchange of traffic on the 500 kc. which is used for 
distress. The conferees strongly opposed this point of view 
but compromise prevailed. The end result provided for a 
little more protection for the 500 kc. frequency which was 
to be reserved for distress and not to be used for public 
message traffic .-*-26
The United States interest in technical considera­
tions was to maintain the status quo on the Washington Table 
of Allocations and to support the Washington agreement on 
spark transmitters.
The fifth major radio issue, the composition of the 
International Radio Consulting Committee, also shoved a 
difference of opinion between the United States government 
and certain of its citizens. The National Association of 
Broadcasters asked the delegation to give broadcasters or
representatives of the broadcasting interests." This writer 
does not know the relationship of the broadcasters associa­
tion to the broadcasting interests.
^ Report of Delegation, p. 20.
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broadcasting organizations the same status that private
127operating enterprises had at Radio Committee meetings.
The private companies had sent strong delegations to both 
Radio Committee meetings and they had participated effec­
tively both in the preparatory work and at the meetings 
proper. Since voting was not by roll call of individuals, 
but by general unanimity of expression, "the private enter­
prises have participated on a footing of equality with
1 9ftthose of administration. ,,x'i0
Representatives from two international organizations, 
the international Union of Broadcasters and the International 
Scientific Radio Union, attended the first Radio Committee 
conference. Their presence was after the host country had 
determined ahead of time there was no objection. By the 
1931 conference, three other international groups were 
present, and the United States had objected for two reasons. 
One was on the legality of such attendance and membership, 
and the other was a question as to what such participation 
might portend for the future. This country did not pursue 
the matter since the groups were already there, anc it was 
decided the Madrid Conference should determine the issue.
•^^Caldwell, "Radio chronicle," pp. 639-40.
■*■2®I. Stewart, "International technical consulting 
committee in radio," American Journal of International Law, 
XXV (October, 1931), 684-93.
When the Radio Committee was established in 1927, it 
was to be "formed, for each meeting, of experts of the 
Administrations and authorized private radio operating com­
panies, who wish to participate in its work." (Caldwell, 
"Radio chronicle," p. 621.)
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Now the Madrid Conference was in session. The 
National Association of Broadcasters representative there, 
Caldwell, pointed out that for at least one of the Radio 
Committee meetings the Broadcasting Union had readied 
thoroughly-prepared material by technical experts. Although 
there had been vigorous opposition to letting the informa­
tion be heard, it was finally presented. The material 
constituted one of the major contributions made to the 
important issues which were to be decided, said Caliwell.
He said the United States approved the Radio Committee system 
which allowed one vote to a country and private companies 
could only vote if their government was not officially 
represented. The broadcasters' spokesman said the United 
States did not want each broadcasting company and each
association to get a vote. Caldwell objected to this
1 9Qcountry's stand. ^
The solution of the conference is found in Appendix 
13 of Article 13 in the convention, p. 281. "The rranaging 
administration may correspond directly with the administra­
tive and radio operating companies as being capable of 
collaborating in the work of the [CCIR] committee.'
Press censorship, an interest of the broadcasters 
and the written media, whether by telegraph or radio, was a 
worry to the united States although it was not mentioned by 
the vocal Caldwell. Since this country had no vote: in the
129caldwell, "Radio chronicle," pp. 621-22.
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telegraph conferences, the United States concentrated its 
efforts to fight censorship of the radio press.
The delegation was instructed to fight any extension 
of radio censorship, said William R. Castle, acting Secre­
tary of State. He said this country had held out in 1927 
against radio censorship and would do so again.
The United States had also held out against cable 
censorship. The State Department had included Robert Pell 
as a technical adviser to the Madrid Conference to combat 
cable censorship. Pell was a press affairs expert and a 
Sunday feature writer for the New York Times. He had earlier 
gone to a conference in Copenhagen of the International 
Federation of Journalists. At the Copenhagen conference 
some nations wanted press control so badly that the American 
delegates were given the wrong hour of the meetings by the 
heads of some governments.12 American journalists believe 
that individual reporters must be responsible writers and, 
if they are not, then the home newspaper office "takes care 
of them."132
At the Madrid Conference, at least Japan, Austria, 
Czechoslovakia, and China, wanted a controlled press. Pell 
said the United States will demand a warning be given to 
senders before censorship is imposed, and at the same time
13^New York Times, August 16, 1932, p. 20.
1 1New York Times, October 16, 1932, sect. II, p. 4.
132Ibid.
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proposing, with less chance of acceptance, the complete
1abolition of censorship.
The United States delegation won a curb on censor­
ship with the adoption of a clause making it mandatory that 
when a message is stopped, the sender be notified. The com­
mittee studying this topic approved by acclamation the 
United States proposals on censorship. Judge Sykes said the 
additional clause was an American-suggested compromise and 
that the language of the stoppage clause should be "clear, 
plain and unequivocal." Great Britain, Canada, and Russia 
supported this compromise. No opposition was expected at 
the plenary session.^34 ip^ New York Times commented,
"Press censorship was curbed in a practical fashior due to 
the efforts of the American d e l e g a t i o n . -*-35
The report of the American delegation was z little 
more contained. It read,
An attempt was made by some delegations to have 
its terms made more restrictive so that it might have 
been advanced as the basis for an even stricter 
censorship of such messages. Your delegation not 
only successfully resisted such efforts but it also 
succeeded in having the terms of the article (Art.
26) so liberalized that certain censorship measures 
heretofore practiced will be more difficult in the 
future. The article represents a decided advantage 
over existing provisions and is believed to be satis­
factory to the representatives of the press with whom
New York Times, October 7, 1932, p. 4.
134New York Times, October 29, 1932, p. 2.
■*-35New York Times, December 11, 1932, p. 20.
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your delegation kept in close contact while the 
article was under consideration.136
A pair of commentators pointed out an exception to 
the mandatory notification rule. They said "the office of 
origin" does not need to "be notified of the stoppage of the 
said communication or any part thereof, except where it 
might appecir dangerous to the safety of the state to issue 
such notice. "137 -p^y emphasized that Article 26 "will help 
American newspaper correspondents and other users of tele­
graph facilities in foreign countries in the handling of 
messages."138
The subject of censorship, of man's right to speak 
out, cut across specific communication areas. Could the 
areas of telegraph and radio be better served by a single 
convention or should there be two conventions as there had 
been up to now? Could the United States sign for its pri­
vate enterprises if there were a joint convention?
This country originally wanted separate conventions, 
as did Great Britain, Belgium, Netherlands and Spain. A 
telegram from Sykes to the Secretary of State sheds a little 
light on some maneuvering by the United States.
Under threat of Soviet refusal to sign Convention, 
full convention committee reversed subcommittee and 
accepted principle of formula by vote 28 to 12. All 
continental Europe determined to get Russia signature
1-^ R^eport of Delegation, p. 14.
1 T7 Herring and Gross, Telecommunications, p. 364.
138Ibid.
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if possible. . . . STOP Committee then unanimously 
adopted text of formula which we had proposed con­
tained in delegation's #74. STOP . . . Delegation 
believes united States will be fully protected by 
formula adopted as there will be no telegraph . . . 
obligations on United States since we shall not sign 
telegraph . . . regulations.139
The American delegation reported,
While the new Convention contains provisions 
applicable to telegraphy, the insistence of your 
delegation brought about the elimination of all the 
objectionable features which had kept the united 
States from accepting the International Telegraph 
Convention. . . . Because of its peculiar nature, 
however, certain articles relating only to radio were 
included in the Convention at the insistence of a 
number of delegations, including that of the United
States.140
The American report continued,
As your delegation signed only the Convention and 
General Radio Regulations [not Supplemental Radio 
Regulations or the Telegraph Regulations] the Govern­
ment of the united States will have obligations only 
with respect to radio and not with respect to tele­
graph. . . . Thus while the radio and telegraph 
conventions have been combined, the United States 
continues to be bound only with respect to radio; in 
other words, there is no fundamental change from the 
position of the united States as it existed prior to 
the convening of the Madrid Conferences.141
139E. 0. Sykes. Telegram to Stnmson. Dated November
23, 1932. U. S. Archives.
The formula was that "The provisions of this conven­
tion are binding on the Contracting Governments only for the 
services covered by the Regulations to which these Govern­
ments are parties." (John D. Tomlinson, The International 
Control of Radio Communication (Ann Arbor: Edward Brothers,
1945, p. 73. The quotation is also from Delegation, p. 35.)
l40Report of Delegation, p. 11.
^-^Report of Delegation, p. 12.
269
The practical result was to make substantially no 
change in the situation which existed before the combining 
of the conventions.
Thus, the action of the conference recognized 
the position which the united States has always 
maintained, namely, the government undertake obliga­
tions only on matters of true governmental concern, 
and the procedure for handling international com­
munication to be determined in accordance with 
American law and practice, by the operating agencies 
which furnish the service.142
As much as this conference had done to help man1 s 
voice be heard around the world and in his own neighborhood 
too, another conference within a few years was seen as a 
necessity. Where to hold it was limited to some degree by 
the physical facilities available but there were politics 
and diplomacy involved too. The United States delegation 
was confidentially informed that the Soviet delegates were 
planning to invite the next joint conference to meet in 
Russia. The American delegation wired Washington for 
instructions as to whether they should try to prevent such 
an invitation from being extended or accepted, and if 
extended, then what position should the delegation take. 
Advice was also sought about the advisability of the United 
States delegation making a statement relative to unrecognized 
regimes in general.
The delegation was told not to try, "in a formal
142ESpenschied and Whittemore, "Madrid," pp. 55-62.
0. Sykes, Telegram to Department of State.
Dated October 4, 1932, marked "Confidential." U. S.
Archives.
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way, 1 to prevent such an invitation from being extended or 
accepted by the conference. It would be a good idea if the 
delegation considered it practicable, with due formality and 
discretion, to encourage the delegations of some other par­
ticipating governments to issue an invitation. Ask for 
further instructions if the Soviet invitation comes, the 
delegation was told. Additional instructions were that the 
Americans should make no statement regarding unrecognized 
regimes. The Department of State pointed out that if an 
unrecognized regime and the United States sign the same 
treaty, the signature of the former does not mean this 
country recognizes the regime. The Department of State 
concluded that no statement should be made.^^
Another telegram expressed the confidence of the 
Department of State in its delegation.
The Department does not wish to avoid the 
responsibility of giving you instructions but it 
feels you should exercise your own discretion and 
negotiate to the best of your ability. . . .
Furthermore you are at the seat of the negotia­
tions and consequently are in a better position to 
decide on proper action regarding specific negotia­
tions within the large framework of your general 
instructions. You are fully aware of the diverging 
views of the interests involved and the Department 
is confident that you will keep these in mind at all 
times and that you will keep before you the conse­
quences which may result from a convention which fails 
to receive consent to ratification by the Senate.
The Department appreciates all that you have done 
under difficult conditions and in giving what amounts 
to general authority to use your own judgment in 
deciding these final questions in the light of the
■^^H. L. Stimson. Telegram to Sykes. Dated October 
13, 1932, marked "Confidential." U. S. Archives
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circumstances of the moment and with knowledge of 
the obstacles to be overcomes here is confident that 
your decisions will be well considered and it will 
therefore support those d e c i s i o n s .145
Just before the closing of the conference, Sykes 
notified Washington that the next conference would be held 
in Cairo in 1937 for the purpose of revising regulations only, 
and the radio and telegraph conferences would meet 
separately but simultaneously.146
A unique recognition was tendered the United States. 
Midway through the conference a special tribute was paid to 
the memory of an American. On October 19, the third joint 
plenary session was called especially to render homage to 
the inventor, Samuel Finley Breese Morse.
Summary of Madrid Conference
The Madrid Conference of 1932 was the first joint 
telegraph and radio conference. Delegates were Eugane 0. 
Sykes, Dr. C. B. Jolliffe, Walter Lichenstein, Irwin Stewart, 
and William Friedman. See Appendix D.
Problems of voting and language were partially solved 
with the help of the United States. This country suggested 
that voting for the next conference be left to diplomatic 
channels. For this conference, each delegation represented
14^h . l . Stimson. Telegram to Sykes, pp. 2, 3.
Date not noted. U. S. Archives.
■^®E. 0. Sykes. Telegram to Stimson. Dated Decem­
ber 6, 1932. U. S. Archives.
■*-47Deleqation, p. 14.
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on a committee had a right to vote, and a delegate had only 
to request to be on a committee. The American voting ideas 
were adopted. The United States had English accepted on the 
floor as a second language, and all but the official docu­
ments were to be printed in both English and French. The 
United States still bore the cost of the interpreters.
The United States had four interests at the tele­
graph conference. This country wanted the status cuo main­
tained on rates, permission for private companies to 
participate at conferences, radiotelegrams included as part 
of the radio regulations instead of telegraph reguJations, 
and the Telegraph and Radio committees made more alike. All 
of these items were agreed to by the conference.
The Americans had a voice in all five of tie main 
major radio issues. (1) The United States did not want the 
Washington Table of Allocations changed although the air 
services needed to be recognized in an unique way. This was 
accomplished. (2) European broadcasting problems were 
helped considerably when Russia agreed to cooperate to a 
great extent with the registration of frequencies. The 
united States understood the problems because of the 
specialized conferences she had attended and she also appre­
ciated the value of regional agreements. (3) North American 
broadcasting problems were on the way to being straightened 
out because this country assumed the leadership in the 
Western Hemisphere in arranging regional conference's. (4) 
Technical considerations showed a divided citizenry but a
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united delegation on the question of which frequency bands 
were most appropriate for which services. The status quo 
was maintained and that was what the delegation worked for. 
Other technical considerations dealt with spark transmitters 
and the 500 kc. for distress calls. The united States was 
successful in placing more restrictions on spark trans­
mitters and protecting the 500 kc. frequency a little more.
(5) the subject of the Radio Committee also showed a division 
between United States interest groups and the delegation.
The delegation stand was that there should be a limit to the 
number of non-governmental members allowed. A compromise 
was worked out to accommodate the United States position.
The united States objected to press censorship and 
won a curb on the practice by making it mandatory when a 
message is stopped the sender must be notified. This country 
was instrumental in keeping the regulations for operating 
telegraph and radio companies in documents separate from the 
joint convention and general regulations. The United States 
did not exert any influence to determine the meeting place 
of the next joint conference.
Between the Madrid Conference and the next inter­
national joint conference, the international Radio Consult­
ing Committee met twice. Their work was mainly on European 
radio problems which needed to be brought definitively 
before the next joint conference. Americans participated in 
both the third and the fourth meetings of the Radio Com­
mittee .
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The first conference of the international Radio Con­
sulting Committee, held during the interim between the 
second and the third international Telecommunication Union 
conferences, was in 1934. It lasted from September 22 to 
October 10, 1934, in Monte Estoril, Portugal, just outside 
of Lisbon, Portugal. Twenty-four countries were repre­
sented and 163 persons were in attendance. United States 
delegates were Dr. J. H. Dellinger, chairman and conference 
veteran; Maj. Ross B. Colton, Army; Gerald C. Gross, 
experienced conferee; Capt. S. c. Hooper, Navy and conference 
repeater; and William V. Whittington, Department of S t a t e .  ^ 8
The secretary of the delegation was Daniel V. Ander­
son, vice-counsul at Lisbon. Six other persons were either 
clerks or translators. Private companies and their repre­
sentatives were Aeronautical Radio Company— P. Goldsborough; 
American Telephone and Telegraph Company— L. Espenscheid and 
R. A. Heising; Mackay Radio and Telegraph Company— H. H. 
Buttner; National Association of Broadcasters— j. c. McNary; 
Radiomarine Corporation of America— A. J. Costigan; Radio 
Corporation of America Communications, inc.— L. A. Briggs 
and H. Chadwick; and International Amateur Radio Union— K. B. 
Warner and J. J. Lamb.-*-48
148u . S., Department of State, Report of American 
Delegation, CCIR, 1934 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1936), Conference Series 21, p. 3.
149Ibid., p. 6.
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The purpose of this Radio Committee meeting, as it 
was of the others, was to help determine good engineering 
practices in respect to technical matters. Radio also has 
some diplomatic characteristics because the technical co­
ordination of the frequencies affects the military and the 
government as well as the civil concerns.-*-^
The American delegation had made a proposal at the 
last Radio Committee conference suggesting that the chairman­
ships of the main committees be rotated among all the dele­
gations and not always be given to the delegations of the 
large countries. At the 1931 conference, the United States 
had said it would make no claim to a chairmanship. "Our 
offer of renunciation was duly appreciated," but this country
was asked to assume a chairmanship for the 1934 conference,
151which it accepted.
Fourteen questions had been left from the 1331 con­
ference, and these were assigned to various interim com­
mittees soon after the conclusion of that conference. This 
country held two meetings to study them, on November 23 and 
December 14, 1931. They were called by Saltzman and chaired 
by Jolliffe.152
ISOLloyd Espenschied, "International Radio Technical 
Committee Meeting of Lisbon, 1934," Bell Telephone Quarterly 
(January, 1935), pp. 53-70.
ISlReport of Delegation, p. 26.
^ 2L. G. Caldwell, "International radio chronicle," 
Journal Radio Law, II (January, 1932), 227-41.
The preparatory work for the 1934 conference was done 
by the Federal Communications Commission at the request of the 
State Department. ("CCIR, 1934," file, Department of Commerce. 
No other identification noted. U. S. Archives.)
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Russia had been included in the blanket invitation 
proffered by Berne but the Russians belatedly found they 
could not get Portugese passports. "After a considerable 
wait at the Portugese frontier, the Delegation returned to 
Moscow."153
This circumstance provided a political flavoring 
reminiscent of the Washington Conference of 1927. At the 
end of this conference, a revolution in Spain closed that 
border, the usual route out of Portugal, "for an indefinite 
period of time." Many of the delegates finally got boat 
transportation to other European ports and thence back 
home.154
The problems of voting and language came up for dis­
cussion again, and the compromises which the United States 
introduced at the Madrid Conference bore fruit at this 
meeting. The brief voting agreement, as proposed by the 
United States, was approved 38 to 3. It had five parts 
which were (1) the same rules should apply to all conferences 
of this type as at Madrid; (2) countries listed in Article 21 
of the internal regulations are entitled to vote as a matter 
of right; (3) countries not now included may ask tc be
153Report of Delegation, p. 25.
154s. C. Hooper. Undated memorandum, "Lisbon." 
Private papers.
Lloyd Espenschied, private company representative 
there, said that boat transportation was "a mode of travel 
not inappropriate to the tradition of the host country, nor 
to the early beginnings of radio itself." (Espenschied, 
"Lisbon, 1934," pp. 53-60.)
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included at the first plenary assembly of future conferences; 
(4) in case of countries whose independence and sovereignty 
is well recognized, such requests shall be acceded to as a 
matter of course; and (5) in case of other countries, such a 
request is to be referred to a special committee for con-
1 cc
sideration and recommendation.
The language situation was much improved because the 
Madrid Agreement was followed. The Bureau provided inter­
preters and all proceedings were bilingual. The American 
delegates who did not read French were still handicapped 
with the official documents. They were translated by United 
States staff members, an expensive project in time and money. 
It was also "ineffective, as the principal use of the major 
documents is on the day of or on the day following their 
issue. . . . The only proper cure for this situation is the 
adoption of both English and French as official lasiguages 
for all purposes, thus making the documents bilingual as the 
debates are."156
The United States delegation, supported by forty- 
four other delegations, circulated the following proposal: 
"The Bureau . . .  be charged with making and distr Lbuting to 
interested parties unofficial English translations of all 
documents of future . . .  conferences and meeting of
166Undated "Press release." Hooper's private papers. 
Gist of information duplicated other sources.
156Report of Delegation, p. 28.
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committees, it being understood that the costs of this 
service would be borne by the interested parties and that 
the translations in question would be unofficial and would 
not represent a derogation to the rule of an official lan­
guage, namely the French language."157 cost the United
States more to translate the documents than it did to send 
delegates to the conference. No action was taken on the
i c q
language proposal.
Six committees were established at the conference 
with United States representatives on each. Committee I, 
definition and standardizations, was chaired by De3linger, 
and had six Americans on it; Committee II, collaboration, 
had seven from the United States; Committee III, operation, 
had H. H. Buttner as co-reporter and seven Americans served 
on it; Committee IV, transmission, included six from this 
country; Committee V, organization, had Whittington as 
co-reporter and the sole American; Committee VI, drafting, 
had Gross as co-reporter without any others from the United 
States.
The concluding efforts of the committees and the 
extent of American participation was not ascertained in 
detail. Espenscheid, private company representative, said 
that one of the few technical decisions reached by the
^■^Undated "Press release." Hooper's private papers.
It seems likely that the proposal was not circulated 
prior to the conference but was a suggestion made at the 
conference.
•^^ Report of Delegation, p. 28.
\
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conference concerned a set of propagation curves of signal
field strength against distance and was based on work done
159by the United States.
The American delegation reported that the opinions 
were in, general terms and their technical contents were 
"relatively small." Still in general terms, the Americans 
reported, "No important action was taken to which the 
American Delegation was opposed, except one and that pro­
vided for representation of the Radio Committee in other 
organizations." There was also a "marked advance in agree­
ment to general policies advocated by the American Delega­
tion in previous meetings."160
In reference to the increase in agreement among the 
other conferees with the Americans, the delegation from the 
United States
made every effort to do its part in creating and main­
taining the spirit of harmony. In the committee dis­
cussions, it had two distinct objectives: the securing
of sound technical decisions, and the creation of good
Espenscheid explained in his previously-mentioned 
article about this conference that the above had to do with 
the range of frequencies involved in broadcasting and he did 
not identify it further.
•^^Report of Delegation, pp. 26, 27.
The spirit of good will was apparent within the 
delegation as well, according to the Report of the Delega­
tion, p. 28. The chairman praised the "wholehearted and 
efficient work" of his colleagues and gave special thanks to 
the representatives of the companies and organizations 
having American headquarters. "These ten men collaborated 
with the five Government delegates as a single team. In many 
cases they subordinated their individual viewpoints to that 
of the group as a whole. There was not a single case of 
dissension."
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will for the United States; this latter objective was 
placed ahead of securing agreement to detailed wording 
preferred by the United States on several subjects.161
The achievements of this conference, as far as 
United States participation was concerned, were mainly to 
allow for a "meeting of the minds" and a "mutual understand­
ing" which "paves the way to more expeditious and effective 
work in the quinquennial administrative conferences."162 
The next International Radio Consulting Committee 
meeting was the second interim conference and was held from 
May 21 to June 8, 1937, at Bucharest, Roumania, and was 
considered a "preliminary" to the Cairo Conference of 1938. 
Dr. J. H. Dellinger was vice-president of the C o n f e r e n c e . 1 6 3  
Delegates included three conference veterans: Dr.
Dellinger, chairman of American delegation, Capt. S. C. 
Hooper, and G. C. Gross; and three who were attending their 
first international communication conference: Col. David M.
Crawford, Army; Francis Colt deWolf, Department of State; 
and Ewell K. Jett, Federal Communications Commission. There 
were seven on the staff and twelve from private grcups. The 
latter included: G. C. Barney, C. 0. Bickelhaupt, L.
Espenschied, and R. M. Ryan from American Telephone and 
Telegraph Company; Edwin K. Cohan from Columbia Broadcasting
163-Report of Delegation, p. 26.
162Ibid.
!63New York Times, May 16, 1937, sect. X, p. 10.
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System; J. J. Lamb and J. C. Stadler from International 
Radio Amateur Union; H. Pratt from Mackay Radio and Tele­
graph Company and Radio Corporation of Puerto Rico; J. C. 
McNary from National Association of Broadcasters; c. B. 
Jolliffe, L. A. Briggs, and H. Chadwick from Radio Corpora­
tion of America, RCA Communications, Inc., Radiomarine 
Corporation of America, and Mutual Broadcasting C o m p a n y  .-^4
The language issue came up again, and it was handled 
a little more equitably than before. The American delega­
tion, in agreement with the Berne Bureau and the Rumanian 
administration, cooperated in the translation of the docu­
ments into English. Translators of the American delegation 
were furnished office space in the Secretariat of the con­
ference and the documents were translated by them, then 
mimeographed and distributed by the S e c r e t a r i a t M o r e  
than one-half of the participants asked for and received 
English translations of all documents.
There were 20 questions on the agenda and "most were 
found not subject to conclusion." Another 20 questions were
164The last three companies were subsidiaries of the 
Radio Corporation of America, but are each listed in the 
official report. (u. S., Department of State, Report of 
American Delegation, CCIR, 1937 (Washington; Government 
Printing Office, 1939, pp. 3, 5. Conference Series 41.)
l65Waiiace h . White Jr. Letter to John Webb, Vice- 
president of the executive committee, International Telecom­
munication Conference. Dated January 24, 1938. Private 
papers.
166"ccir, 1937," file. Department of Commerce. No 
other date noted, u. S. Archives.
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proposed for the next meeting. "The United States was 
instrumental in getting [several] adopted." They were con­
cerned with the "important question of the band widths which 
are necessary for the various types of services and the 
minimum frequency separation which is practicable as between 
stations working on adjacent channels."16^
Again there were six committees, comparable in sub­
ject matter to the 1934 Radio Committee meeting. DeWolf was 
secretary of Committee I and there were four American com­
mittee members. Dellinger was chairman and Crawford was 
spokesman of Committee II with seven from this country 
serving on it. Jett was spokesman of Committee III with 
eight Americans. G. C. Barney was secretary and Hooper was 
spokesman of Committee IV with six from the united States. 
Gross was spokesman of Committee V with five Americans on 
the committee. No report was found on Committee VI.-1-88
The American delegation did not oppose any of the 
important actions taken at Bucharest but did decide to 
reconsider its position on at least one proposed subject.
The suggestion to use continuing committees of experts for 
the study of particular technical questions was supported by 
many delegations who were "beginning to solidify on the 
position." This country did not see the need for such
° Espenschied, "The international radio meeting of 
1937," Bell Telephone Quarterly (October, 1937), pp. 275-77.
^•^Report of Delegation, p. 6.
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committees because of her geographic remoteness from 
Europe. ^ 9
The Americans undertook greater obligations than
ever before as they agreed to head up the work on five of
the twenty questions for the next meeting. "There five are
170among the major questions." '
Although the technical results of the meeting were 
not specified the delegation reported they were satisfied 
with the results of the meetings and thought it satisfactory 
"to American radio interests generally." The American 
report praised the "whole-hearted cooperation and efficient 
work" of the representatives of American companies "which 
greatly extended the effectiveness of the Delegation. "•*•7
The viable results of this conference seemed to be 
personal again as "There prevailed a gratifying friendliness 
to the American viewpoint and appreciation of the contribu­
tions made in the American proposals. The situation in this 
respect was better than similar previous meetings."172
169j^ rc]1iveS/ pp. cit.
•^^Ibid. The gist of the above information was also 
in the Report of Delegation, pp. 25, 26.
171' Report of Delegation, p. 27.
3-72Ibid., p. 23.
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A review of United States participation in these 
interim conferences shows a sharing by the Americans in the 
technical aspects of the conferences although the details 
are fragmentary. The problems were mainly European and the 
Europeans picked American brains for their technical 
abilities.
Cairo Conference, 1938
The two specialized interim conferences helped pre­
pare the agenda and adjust personal relationships between 
delegations for the next joint conference. The second joint 
conference, later referred to as the Second International 
Telecommunications union Conference, met in Cairo, Egypt, 
from February 1 to April 4, 1938, for the pvrpose of 
revising the regulations drawn up at the Madrid Conference. 
This was a simultaneous meeting of the telegraph and radio 
conferences again. They worked independent3.y of each other 
except when questions of mutual interest were to be con­
sidered. Mutual problems, then the telegraph conference, 
and finally the radio conference will be discussed. Eighty
administrations were represented, about 60 private operating
173companies, and more than 20 international organizations.
173f . c . deWolf, "Cairo telecommunications confer­
ence," American Journal of International Law, XXXII (July, 
1938), 562-68.
The official invitation to the join; conference was 
extended on June 17, 1937. In honor of the conference,
Egypt issued a postage stamp picturing telegraph lines and a 
radio tower against the background of the Sphinx. (New York 
Times, February 20, 1938, sect. XI.I, p. 8.)
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The United States had two sets of representatives in 
Cairo who had been appointed early in January, 1938. Tele­
graph observers were Sen. Wallace H. White Jr., chairman of 
the American delegation for both telegraph and radio, dele­
gate to the 1927 Washington conference and to many others; 
Francis C. deWolf, Department of State, Marion H. Woodward, 
Federal Communications Commission, and attending his first 
international communication conference; William G. Butts; 
and Richard D. Lunn. Radio delegates were White; deWolf;
Capt S. C. Hooper, Navy; T. A. M. Craven, chairman of Federal 
Communications Commission and conference repeater; and E. K. 
Jett, Federal Communications Commission.
There were no special advisers for telegraph. The 
technical advisers for radio included Butts, Woodward, D. M. 
Crawford, J. F. Farley, G. C. Gross, John H. Payne, J. R. 
Redman, Lloyd H. Simson, and Edward M. Webster. Lunn was 
private secretary to the chairman; there were two other 
secretaries, a disbursing officer, several translators, and 
clerks .^74
The instructions for the joint delegation had a 
familiar ring. The "Delegation should have full discretion­
ary authority in all matters under negotiation. instructions 
should be considered solely as guide and statement of United 
States policy prior to international negotiation." The
174U. S., Department of State, Report to Secretary 
of State by Chairman of American Delegation (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1939), Conference Series 39, 
p. 3.
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delegates were reminded that their objectives were to pre­
vent indirect rate increases in intercontinental service and 
to eliminate European control over United States communica­
tions through international regulations to which United 
States was not a party.175 "The Department [of State] does 
not desire to restrict the efforts of the Delegation other 
than to remind it of the obvious desirability of obtaining 
for this Government an allotment of votes comparable to 
those of other countries having similar telecommunication 
interests and obligations. "176
No conference would be complete without a discussion 
of the thorny voting and language problems. United States 
action at the Madrid Conference and the two recent Radio 
Committee meetings helped pull most of the thorns. The 
compromise reached in Madrid, originally suggested by the 
United States, was to leave the voting question to diplomatic 
channels. This country was then put in charge of that 
responsibility.
In September, 1937, the Department of State had sent 
a circular note to all the Union member administrations, 
asking them to agree to the following two suggested pro­
cedures for voting. First was that the same rules should 
apply at Cairo as had been applied at Madrid; and second, a
17^cordell Hull, Secretary of State. Telegram to 
White. Dated February 11, 1938. Private papers.
l76Corcjeii Hull, Letter to White. Dated January 3, 
1938. Private papers.
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special committee at Cairo be instructed to examine the 
question of voting with the expectation of making a unanimous 
recommendation to the next administrative conference. Before 
the Cairo Conference opened, forty administrations accepted 
these suggestions.
At Cairo the special committee endorsed the first 
suggestion of observing the Madrid rules for Cairo, the 
second suggestion was eliminated, and four other suggestions 
were added. The revised suggestions passed 38 to 3 under 
the chairmanship of the United States. F. C. deWolf was 
chairman of the Joint Committee on the Right to Vote. This 
country would have liked the conference to accept the princi­
ple of "one vote to every independent and sovereign country" 
but realized it was impossible because of the opposition of 
the many colonial powers. The result was that the "number 
of colonial votes will be limited to those already admitted
as a result of the compromise agreed upon at Madrid and 
177Cairo." This compromise allowed one vote by an individual
nation and one additional vote for the whole of the colonial
possessions of each of the colonial powers as well as an
17ftadditional vote for Germany and Russia.
Another major thorn common to this conference and to 
previous conferences was the language problem. A solution
•*~^ Report of Delegation, p. 10.
178F. C. deWolf, "Cairo communication conference," 
Air Law Review, X (July, 1939), 298-302.
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had been suggested by a proposal circulated at the 1937 
Radio Committee meeting. Consequently the first plenary 
session in Cairo authorized the Berne Bureau to make unof­
ficial translations in English of all documents for "future" 
meetings and conferences held under the auspices of the 
International Telecommunications Union. The Bureau was also 
to distribute them to those who asked for them in writing 
and who agreed to share in the expenses of the Bureau in
1 T Q
making and distributing the translations.
For this conference the United States delegation 
agreed than it "would at its expense furnish translators and 
typists and the necessary supplies with two conditions." They 
were "if the Berne Bureau would make available its facilities 
for the mimeographing and distribution of the documents and 
if the Egyptian Government would furnish the necessary 
office space." This was done.'*’88
Beiween the Madrid Conference and the Cairo Confer­
ence, the United States had passed the Communications Act of 
1934. Because of its passage the United States "government 
now possesses the necessary control over Telegraph . . . 
communication to enable it to become signatory to the tele­
graph . . . regulations at the next world conference with
adequate protection to American interests. "-^ 8
^Report of Delegation, p. 11.
18l)Wallace H. White Jr., Letter to John Webb. Dated 
January 24, 1938. Private papers.
1ft IxoLHerring and Gross, Telecommunications. p. 364.
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The Cairo telegraph conference probably began for 
the Americans with Dr. Irwin Stewart, chairman of the tele­
graph division, Federal Communications Commission. He 
seemed to lelieve that for the United States "the only solu­
tion to having a voice in world telegraph matters was to 
adhere to the Telegraph Regulations at Cairo." He estimated 
that 95 per cent of all . . . [extra-European] traffic 
either originated in or was destined to the United States.
All of the users and some of the companies agreed with him. 
Committees were set up to study and to revise the regula­
tions with a view to putting them in a form which would
182permit [the: United States] signing at Cairo." Stewart
very much wanted the United States to sign the Telegraph 
Regulations, at Cairo.
Dr. Stewart had presided at a meeting in Washington 
on July 8, 1936, when preparations for the Cairo telegraph 
conference really began. At that time he explained a plan, 
called the unification scheme, which had to do with tele­
graph rates. He did not state his personal stand on the 
unification scheme. The private cable companies "vigorously" 
supported unification in connection with telegraph rates. 
White appeared as spokesman for the users and opposed
■*-®*C. O. Pancake. "Report on Cairo Telegraph Con­
ference." Undated. Page 2 of an eleven-page article. 
White's private papers. Pancake, an American, was one of an 
eight-man International delegation from the International 
Chamber of Commerce appearing at the Cairo Conference to 
represent :he users.
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unification because he said it would mean an increase in 
rates. At succeeding meetings other users spoke up against 
unification for the same reason.3-83
There was a preliminary conference in Warsaw that 
Pancake attended for the United States and he intimated 
there that the United States delegation "might" sign the 
Telegraph Regulations at Cairo. Dr. Stewart, through the 
State Department, had advised the Berne Bureau that the 
United States "might" sign these regulations.3-84 As late as 
January 24, 1938, Sen. White said the delegation wanted a 
complete documentation in English of the proceedings of the 
Telegraph Conference, because the United States was giving 
"serious consideration to adhering to the Telegraph Regula­
tions emanating from this Conference." He also said this 
country expected to be represented by observers at the 
Telegraph Conference, in accordance with their invitation.3-8^
Between June and December of 1937, three important 
related events occurred. First, the Federal Communications 
Commission chairman, Mr. Prall, died. Second, Dr. Stewart 
resigned from the Commission after his superior's death and 
he bowed out of all telegraph discussions. Third, an 
important Western Hemisphere communication conference was 
held in Havana. The Federal Communications Commission,
183Ibid. 184lbid., p. 3.
185W. H. White. Letter to John Webb. Dated January 
24, 1938. Private papers.
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which was minus two experienced leaders by this time, was in 
charge of both the Cairo conference preparations and the 
Havana Conference which lasted six weeks, concluding in mid- 
December. Senator White, newly-appointed chairman of the 
American delegation, held a meeting on December 29. He 
listened "to the warring factions" of those interested in 
telegraph problems, stated his own position, and adjourned 
the meeting. This was all that could have been expected of 
him in the short space of time at his disposal.'*'®®
The Book of Proposals for the Cairo Telegraph . . . 
Conference contained 846 proposals, "101 of which are of 
major interest to the United States. "'*'®7
The whole delegation sailed from the united States 
on January 4 and arrived in Cairo on January 20. "From a 
radio standpoint it was a very strong delegation but very 
weak from a telegraph standpoint. . . . There was no dele­
gate who gave his time exclusively to telegraphy and but one 
technical advisor of the nine was a telegraph man." The 
telegraph adviser was friendly with the cable companies and 
was "definitely unfriendly to users on several occasions." 
The users, however, had a friend and spokesman in White, 
chairman of the delegation. White spoke at the telegraph 
conference in a "forceful and effective" manner. "It was in
Report, p. 3.
l87W. H. White. "Memorandum to Cairo Delegation and 
Technical Advisors." Dated December 31, 1937. Private 
papers.
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startling contrast with the utterances of chairmen of pre­
vious American Delegations to Telegraph Conferences who 
were, for the most part, passive and disinterested in tele­
graph problems."188
Of the five separate telegraph conference committees, 
three had United States representation. Committee I, regu­
lations, had four persons from this country? II, rates, had 
five Americans; and III, drafting, had one individual from 
the United States."*"8^
In Committee I, there was a two-week long debate 
between the cable company owners and the users. The former 
wanted the unification scheme which, when put to use, would 
raise telegraph rates for users, mainly commercial interests 
and the press. The users objected to any scheme which would 
raise the rates and they wanted to keep the status quo. 
During the fortnight, White reconciled the American cable 
companies to the status quo.
At the beginning of the conference, thirty-seven 
administrations and the well-organized cable companies 
favored the unification scheme. At the beginning, twelve 
nations were on the users side and wanted the status quo.
l88Pancake Report, p. 3.
189Ibid., p. 5.
American committee members were White, deWolf, Wood­
ward, Butts, on Committee I; White, deWolf, Woodward, Butts, 
Lunn on Committee II? deWolf on Committee III. (U. S., 
Department of State, International Telecommunication Con­
ferences (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1934),
p. 6.)
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Then two more administrations, originally favoring the status 
quo, deserted. This action left ten administrations against 
thirty-nine who wanted unification. "It was the low tide of 
the users' hopes." On February 18, he "spoke forcefully and 
at the opportune time. . . . His speech was quite unique in 
the history of tariff committee session." It left his 
opponents, those who favored unification of rates, "rather 
stunned." "They were used to only passive remarks from 
United States Delegates on rate matters." After this speech 
there was a "drift toward the status quo which was eventually 
to defeat unification. . . ."190
A month later, on March 17, Senator White gave 
another speech which was called "the greatest speech of the 
entire conference, giving many others courage to do like­
wise." A vote was taken two de.ys later on unification and 
Senator White had won the status quo for the users.1^1 
There were three main causes for the failure of 
unification. One was the failure of its proponents to start 
a compromise sooner, second was the dedicated delegations of 
the users who had collected supportive statistics, and third 
was White.
190pancake Report, p. 5.
191Ibid., p. 6.
According to page three of the Pancake Report, the 
United States did not vote as it had never signed the Tele­
graph Regulations. The Cairo conferees had expected the 
Americans to sign this time and "were most bitterly disap­
pointed when the Delegation announced early in the Confer­
ence that it would not sign the Telegraph Regulations in any 
event."
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Fearlessly and without the complete agreement 
of all members of his own delegation, he went about 
the business of preventing the adoption of unifica­
tion because he was convinced that it could not be 
accomplished without serious injury to either the 
American Companies or American users of their service.
. . . He said he did not propose to stand idly on the 
side-lines and let them, with their small stake, impose 
unification on the U.S.A. with their great preponderance 
of the world's traffic. American business owes him an 
eternal debt of gratitude for his work at Cairo.192
Senator White had had wide experience in radio but 
had little telegraph experience. He worked "intensely hard" 
and learned enough about it "to dominate the conference and 
to impose his own demands for the status-quo on those who 
wanted unification at any cost. The Old Guard of the Con­
ference had never seen such an American Delegate in action 
and they hope never to see another."193
Committee II was unable to reach any new agreements 
because of changing and confusing worldwide monetary 
systems.194
Delegate Hooper made either an astute observation or 
a prejudiced one about this telegraph conference. He said, 
"The Europeans, led by the British, have dominated the 
telegraph-cable conferences and have been very backward."I93
192Ibid., pp. 9, 10. 193Ibid.. p. 10.
194C. B. Jolliffe, "The International Telecommunica­
tion Conference of Cairo, 1938," RCA Review: A Quarterly
Journal of Radio Progress, III (July, 1938), 11-19.
•*-9^Hooper's private papers, Hand-written entry in 
small notebook, undated, but surrounding information corre­
sponded with Cairo conference.
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The British were originally one of the prime backers of the 
unification scheme.
While the telegraph conference was in session, the 
radio conference was also meeting. Just as there had been 
planning for the former, so there were preparations for the 
latter. The preliminary planning for the radio conference 
resulted in the United States proposals being readied for 
the Book of Proposals by August of 1 9 3 6 . On December 23, 
1937, Chairman White issued a memorandum listing the com­
mittees he anticipated would be formed at the coming con­
ference and designating which members of the delegation 
should serve on each. A week later he sent a reminder to 
each member of the delegation to study the Book of Proposals 
and fill in the following information by each proposal: (1)
a brief statement as to whether or not the proposal is 
acceptable or objectionable; (2) indicate as to whether or 
not the proposal is new, in conformity with the Havana 
report, contrary to the present Madrid regulations, etc.;
(3) brief comment giving argument or reason why we are for 
or against the proposal, as the case may be.
Along with the reminder, he said a meeting of the 
whole delegation would be called as soon as the committees 
had completed their work and each chairman would report on 
the work of his committee. White felt this would give each 
member of the delegation a chance to participate in the
196afew York Times, August 23, 1936, sect. IV, p. 10.
work and formulation of policy.
The purpose of the Cairo radio conference was to 
tighten further the existing rules about allocation of fre­
quencies. There was an ever-increasing demand for additional 
radio frequencies due to a never-ceasing expansion of the 
mobile, fixed, and broadcasting services. It was important 
to make the most economical use possible of the facilities 
and to reconsider some of the allocation of frequencies 
which were assigned at Madrid.
The main committees at the Cairo radio conference 
were designated as White had anticipated with an increase in 
the number of United States representatives on each com­
mittee. Committee I, regulations, had five from this 
country ani they were on each of the three subcommittees. 
Committee II, rates and traffic, included six from the 
United States with representatives on both subcommittees. 
Webster was the American spokesman and "coordinator" for 
both committees I and II. Committee III, technical, had 
seven Americans with White as the conference committee 
chairman. Committees IV, drafting and V, Berne Bureau, had 
the same, single American.98
197W. H. White. Two papers, each titled, "Memoran­
dum to the Cairo Delegation and Technical Advisors." One
dated December 23, 1937 and the other dated December 31,
1937. Private papers.
■^9®U. S., Department of State, International Tele­
communication Conferences, Cairo, 1938 (Washington: Govern­
ment Printing Office, 1939), Conference Series 39, pp. 5-8.
The same source identified the Americans on each committee
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The United States either did not take a stand or did 
not report a position on subcommittee 1 of Committee I. 
Subcommittee 2 of the same committee had a report about an 
American interest, the frequency used for distress calls. 
Subcommittee 3 of the same committee had reports of American 
participation on amateur aviation problems, and interference. 
Committee II had no specific American involvement reported 
in its discussions. Committee III reported participation by 
the United States in tropical broadcasting matters, on a 
class of special high frequencies, and a "Table of Toler­
ance ." Committees IV and V reported American influence in 
the General Radio Regulations and the future of the Radio 
Committee.
Subcommittee 2 of Committee I was concerned with a 
Madrid Conference proposal which had reserved the 500 kc. 
frequency for distress calls. The proposal was strenuously 
opposed by certain countries at that time at the Cciro Con­
ference. A few regulations were adopted, with the help of 
the united States, which restricted some of the raclio traffic
as follows: Committee I— Webster, Farley, Simson, Payne and
Gross; subcommittee 1, definitions, operators, etc.— Gross, 
Simson, Payne; subcommittee 2, distress calls, etc.— Farley; 
subcommittee 3, amateurs, interference, etc.— Farley, Gross, 
Committee II— Webster, Woodward, Farley, Butts, Gross, Payne; 
subcommittee 1, procedure— Farley, Gross; subcommittee 2, 
accounting— Woodward, Butts, Payne. Committee III— White, 
Hooper, Redman, Jett, Simson, Crawford, Payne; subcommittee 
1, allocations— Jett, Simson, Crawford, Payne, Redman; sub­
committee 2, class of waves, etc.— Redman, Crawford. Com­
mittees IV and V— Gross.)
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on that frequency, eliminated a little of the interference, 
and made the specified frequency more available.
Subcommittee 3 of the same committee treated another 
old interest of the United States, the status of the amateur. 
The United States delegation championed the cause of the 
amateur and "vigorously opposed" the recommendations of 
Italy. The Italian proposals received support except for 
countries in the Western Hemisphere.299 A compromise was 
reached and "little or no interference is expected to result
o n  I
to the amateur service m  the A m e r i c a s . B e c a u s e  of the 
difference of time between the hemispheres, there should be 
no intercontinental intereference.
An intercontinental problem that concerned this same 
subcommittee had to do with aviation. The United States 
position on aviation matters coincided with those of the 
inter-American proposals and forced some important compro­
mises from the rest of the world. This country said other 
proposals were generally "contrary" to our own aeronautical 
communication policies. The ten draft proposals needed to 
reach the compromise were prepared under the guidance of the 
United States.292
The United States opposed the allocation of wide and 
exclusive aeronautical bands because of the difficulty of
199Ibid., pp. 40, 41.
200Ibid., p. 29. 201Ibid., p. 30.
292Report of Delegation, p. 20.
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displacing existing stations of other services, which is 
what the Europeans wanted. "We suggested that specific 
'spot' frequencies be selected for each intercontinental air 
route. This idea was accepted." The European regions 
needed different air band allocations than the United States 
because of "wide diversity of national aviation policies in 
so many relatively small countries." The United States had 
a single unified administration exercising strict control 
and its geography was different than Europe's. Several 
important concessions were won by the United States as a 
result of its insistence upon the economical use of the 
radio spectrum through the employment of modern equipment 
design and the best operating techniques.
The opposite of modern equipment and operating tech­
niques was the "old business" of spark transmitters. These 
primitive mobile sending stations had long been detested and 
discarded by the United States. General assurance was given 
to the effect that all spark transmitters might ultimately 
be eliminated. This assurance had been given at other con­
ferences. "Certain economic conditions in the maritime 
services of Europe" prevented their immediate elimination.^®^
Committee III problems included tropical broad­
casting matters, the inadequacy of high-frequency bands, and 
a new "Table of Tolerances." The United States proposal on
203Ibid., p. 21.
^®^Report of Delegation, p. 36.
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tropical broadcasting was finally adopted but not unani­
mously. The time-sharing and simultaneous use of frequencies 
was a regional European broadcasting problem, and the debate 
pertaining to it involved procedural matters. This was the 
kind of maiter the United States thought should have been 
handled before the Cairo conference on a regional basis as 
the Western Hemisphere had done at Havana the previous year. 
The United States suggestion to maintain the status quo was
a c c e p t e d .  2 ' 3 5
This country wanted more high frequency broadcasting 
bands for many reasons, including general regional alloca­
tions, regional and experimental television, meteorological 
services, and experimental services. There were long dis­
cussions aid several meetings until the conferees agreed to 
some concessions which "in most respects conformed to our 
recommendations."206
Anither technical problem of Committee III involved 
a "Table of Tolerances." The table was one that the last 
Radio Committee meeting in 1937 had revised and approved.
The Novembar-December, 1937, Inter-American Conference had 
recoramendei that the Cairo Conference approve it. For a 
reason unkiown to this writer, the United States did not 
support tha recommendation of the Inter-American Conference 
held at Ha/ana, but made an independent, thorough study on 
the subject of tolerances. This country then drafted a new
205Ibid.. p. 29. 206Ibid.
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table, which she proposed for adoption in lieu of the so- 
called Bucharest table, the one also approved by the Havana 
Conference. The united States proposal was accepted "almost 
in its entirety." The American delegation said that the 
adoption of their new table was "a definite improvement over 
all other tolerance tables heretofore in use in that the 
various services are required to utilize more stable and 
efficient apparatus which will result in general improvement 
of radio communication throughout the world."207
Committee III1s personnel was appreciated by Navy 
Capt. Hooper, who said, "Mr. E. K. Jett, formerly of Naval 
Communications, was the leader in allocations and did a 
brilliant job. . . . Both Navy-trained, Craven and Jett have 
carried the burdens of wave length allocations for the world 
from the beginning."
Committees IV and V, on drafting of the agreements 
and Berne Bureau matters, had overlapping concerns, and the
^8^Ibid., p. 38. The same source explained that the 
Table of Tolerance was replaced by the American-drafted Fre­
quency Tolerances Table. Sen. White explained, "In lay 
language, the frequency tolerance is the maximum permitted 
deviation or separation of the actual frequency transmitted 
from the frequency authorized to be emitted. A disregard of 
these tolerances would of necessity dislocate and render 
relatively valueless the frequency table agreed upon. The 
limiting of these Tolerances as provided in these appendices 
gives added assurance that the assignment of frequencies will 
be respected and it thus makes its contribution to ordered 
progress."
C. Hooper, "Cairo Conference," Hand-written 
notes in small notebook. Undated. Private papers.
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same technical adviser represented the United States on both 
committees . The General Radio Regulations were part of the 
conference agreements. Some delegations wanted to remove 
aeronautical rules from the General Radio Regulations as they 
applied originally only to maritime matters. The United 
States agreed that the General Radio Regulations had evolved 
from the maritime services. This country thought aeronauti­
cal rules should continue to be included in the General Radio 
Regulations which could be so written and expressed as to 
provide fo:: the ordinary international contracts, leaving it 
to regional agreements between interested governments to 
take care of local conditions and problems." This view was 
finally accepted, and no special regulations were written for 
the aeronautical services.
Apcopos of regional problems were two suggestions 
connected with the Radio Committee. Many countries again 
wanted to Increase the scope of the Radio Committee, but the 
United States wanted it to revert to its original status, 
the study o f technical questions only. After some discus­
sion this country achieved a standstill— no further enlarge­
ment. A 1937 suggestion from the Radio Committee, that a 
permanent committee be established to act as a continuing 
committee, was opposed by this country.^09 The suggestion 
was not approved by the conference. The Berne Bureau took 
over the administrative duties of the Radio Committee, a
2Q9Report of Delegation, p. 42.
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piomove strongly supported by the United States.
The: Radio Committee mainly European, made itself 
heard through its member delegations, but the Western Hemi­
sphere nations did not make themselves severally heard. White 
said that some of the Spanish-speaking American countries 
were present at Cairo, but they were not vocal. "They seemed 
to assume that the United States would take initiative in 
discussions, involving the Havana recommendations." The 
chairman o:: the American delegation also said these recom­
mendations to Cairo were "in exact conformity with the 
recommendations of the group in Washington which carried on 
the preparatory work for the Cairo Conference." White felt 
the delegation was "adequately prepared" for Cairo.
Sane criticism was voiced about the united front of 
the Americas on some issues, but the Americans believed 
regional agreements prior to a world conference "expedited" 
the work. The United States delegates felt that too much 
conference time at Cairo was spent on European regional 
problems.2 This attitude was because the United States 
was an advocate of regional agreements whenever possible and
210jolliffe, "Cairo," pp. 11-19.
21 LReport of Delegatxon, p. 18.
Some questions were raised during the conference 
about the determination of regions for certain allocations. 
One suggested designation was "European Region" and "Other 
Regions." A member of the French delegation ironically sug­
gested the designation might better be "Entire World" and 
"Minus the U.S.A." (Tomlinson, The International Control, 
p. 176.)
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presented suggestions from the regional Havana conference as
well as from herself.
The American delegation concluded that it was "well
pleased" with the conference and believed it was "the best
possible agreement . . . that could be reached in the time
allotted to the work. Our existing services are pro- 
212tected." The delegation also felt the Cairo Regulations
were a "distinct improvement" over the previous regulations,
"and it is their considered opinion that the interests of
213the United States have been safeguarded."
Summary of Cairo Conference
The simultaneous meetings of the telegraph and radio 
conferences had extensive American participation. The 
United States was influential in reaching compromises on 
voting and language, each of which had been discussed and 
influenced before by this country. An American was con­
ference chairman of the Joint Committee on the Right to Vote, 
and the United States had been in charge of clearirg some of 
the attendant problems through diplomatic channels between 
the first and second joint conferences. The United States 
was helped with the costs of translations and copies by the
•^^ •^Report of Delegation, p. 30.
The United States delegates "cooperated closely" 
with the Western Hemisphere representatives and maintained 
"cordial relations" with all the other delegations, according 
to the same source on pages 46 and 47.
213Report of Delegation, p. 47.
conference.
For the first time an American, as an observer, 
dramatically changed the course of the telegraph conference. 
The telegraph delegations were almost four to one in favor 
of the increase in rates proposed by the big cable companies. 
At the conference Senator Wallace H. White jr. first influ­
enced the American cable and telegraph companies to with­
hold their support of the change they had "vociferously" 
supported prior to coming to Cairo. Then he gave two 
influential speeches in support of the users and the status 
quo of rates to the delegations at the conference, that 
changed the course of telegraph history. The telegraph con­
ferees finally decided to forego an upward change in rates 
and maintain the present rates which were what the users,, 
commercial interests and the press, wanted.
The main contributions at the radio conference con­
cerned various aspects of technical matters. This country 
continued its support of the 500 kc. frequency for distress 
calls, amateurs, and the use of the most modern and efficient 
equipment available although spark transmitters were still 
permitted under United States protest. This country's regu­
lation of aerial radio was different than that of many other 
nations. The United States won recognition of these dif­
ferences and also won support for the proposals advanced by 
the inter-American Conference on these matters.
The Americans pushed for more regional settlement of 
radio matters whenever possible.
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This country helped resolve difficulties about 
tropical broadcasting and the use of a band of special high 
frequencies. A Frequency Tolerance Table, introduced by the 
United States, was accepted en toto, by the conference.
This table represented concessions by governments and other 
interests 'so that the common good of all nations and users 
may be served." It allocated the entire radio spectrum to 
the different uses served by radio. The table made avail­
able the world's best technical opinion "to every known 
radio service and the frequency best adapted to each 
service," said Senator White before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee on April 17, 1939.
The United States kept aeronautical rules in the 
General Radio Regulations and saw to it that the scope of 
the Radio Committee was not enlarged further.
American participation may be summed up with a 
quotation from the private papers of Capt. Hooper's "Cairo" 
notes. "Tie United States of America delegations have from 
the beginning, played the leading part in these conferences 
for radio." Cairo was a continuation of that previous 
participation. See Appendix E.
Interim
The next great Union conference was slated to be held 
in Rome in 1942. World War II intervened and conference 
plans were dropped. "The war so completely disrupted the 
radio spectrum— what with the elimination of three of the
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world's groat radio users (Germany, Japan, and Italy)— that 
the radio-conscious nations of the world had to start all 
over."214
The United States was one of those nations which 
recognized the need "to start all over." F. C. deWolf spoke 
at an Institute of Radio Engineers conference in January of 
1945 about post-war international cooperation and conference 
plans. He said the State Department had invited interested 
federal agencies and private industry to join with it in 
studying wiat the United States position should be at coming 
international communication conferences. DeWolf pointed out 
that the main purpose of such a conference was "to make the 
best possiole use of the available radio frequencies," and 
to devise "an adequate control of radio so that it will be 
of maximum benefit to all users." He said interested 
persons ha^e plans "in the blueprint stage" for a coming 
conference.2^5
The relationship of united States communication 
services to those of the rest of the world was explained in 
a report made by an Interstate Commerce Commission subcom­
mittee on international communication. Committee members 
were all senators and included Warren R. Austin, Frank B. 
Briggs, Houer E. Capehart, Edward Cooper, Albert W. Hawkes,
214porney Rankin, Who Gets the Air? The U. S. Broad­
caster in World Affairs (Washington, D. C.: National
Association of Broadcasters, 1949), p. 14.
2 ^ H e w  York Times, January 26, 1945, p. 6.
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Edwin C. Johnson, Ernest W. McFarland, Burton K. Wheeler, 
and Wallace H. White The report to the Senate on the
United States position relative to international cooperation 
by wire ancl radio was comprehensive.
Un:.ted States carriers in the international 
field operate under serious disadvantages in many 
foreign lands. The policy in the United States, 
as expressed in the Communications Act of 1934, is 
one of competition between American carriers. The 
policy in every foreign country is one of non-com­
petition, the communication carriers in such 
foreign countries being either privately owned 
chosen instruments or owned and operated by the 
foreign government itself. These facts lead tc a 
situation in which foreign governments, or their 
international carriers, are able to play off one 
American Communication carrier against another for 
the privilege of doing business in the particular 
foreign country.
The; War Department established a far-flung system 
of communication which linked together military out­
posts cind air bases all over the earth. This system, 
established at high cost to the American taxpayer, 
gave visual and concrete evidence of what a single, 
we11-integrated, closely coordinated and effectively 
directed international communication enterprise could 
accomplish.
The! report continued with an account of what had 
been done under the impetus of a world war. The Nc.vy Depart­
ment expanded and coordinated its communication system, and 
private communication carriers expanded their international 
capabilitieis, too. Now, in 1946, "the basic problem remains 
unchanged."
Hearings were held, filling 574 pages plus
21(>u. S. Senate, Interstate Commerce Commission,
Report by subcommittee: International cooperation in communi­
cation, S. report 1907, 79th Cong., 2d sess., Senate Miscel­
laneous Reports IV.
supplemental material, and everyone agreed on
one fundamental fact— American international communi­
cation stood in need of improvement from the stand­
point of better, faster, cheaper and more comprehensive 
services in the interests of American commercial, 
diplomatic and military needs. There was a divergence 
of opinion among those witnesses who testified as to 
how this objective could and should be accomplished.
The committee's conclusion was to continue the inves 
tigation.
International communication meetings with American 
representation were held in London, Paris, and Rome, in 
1945. The discussions centered around cable charges in the 
Mediterranean, other rate questions between this country and 
Brazil, and pending telecommunication problems. Delegates 
from this country were John R. Hyland, Western Union Com­
pany; James A. Kennedy, Commercial Cable Company; John 
Ordway and Col. Marion Van Voorst, both with the American 
Embassy in London; Orla St. Clair, War Department; Ray C. 
Wakefield and M. H. Woodward, both with the Federal Com­
munications Commission; and Harvey Otterman, Department of 
State. This was the first international communications
conference for every man in the; delegation, but the names
218of Otterman and Woodward should be remembered.
An international communications conference veteran, 
Gerald C. Gross, was appointed vice-director of the Union
217Ibid.
91 p
U. S., Department of State Bulletin of March 4, 
1945, "Consideration of pending telecommunications problems, 
pp. 386, 500.
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board in Berne. He was the first American to be appointed 
to any of the four international unions headquartered in
O l  Q
Berne. A year after his appointment, Gross urged a world
parley on the reallocation of frequencies before a United 
States commission. He said an immediate reallocation 
between broadcasting stations, shipping interests, and 
flying services was essential for orderly international and 
national systems of communication. "Tremendous advances 
have been made in development and use of new frequencies 
since the last Union conference [and] these must be tabu­
lated and allotted," he said.^^
The last Union gathering in Cairo had been to revise 
regulations and there had been no tinkering with the con­
vention. The convention, which now needed to be recon­
sidered, was in Madrid because Spain, the host country, was 
the depository for the documents. Gross pointed out that 
Spain was not a member of the United Nations so there might 
be a problem obtaining the convention for consideration by 
another conference.22-*-
At the Bermuda Telecommunications Conference in 
November, 1945, the United Kingdom and the United States 
agreed there should be a basic reorganization of the existing 
Union and that Russia would have to participate for the
^ W  York Times, April 8, 1945, p. 22.
N^ew York Times, May 19, 1946, p. 29. 
22LIbid.
311
conference to be a success. (Russia had not participated in 
a recent international aviation conference.) "It was con­
sequently informally agreed that either the preparatory or 
the main Conference should take place in Moscow and the 
other in the United States."222
Russia was then approached and she expressed a 
preference to hosting the preliminary conference, with the 
world conference to be held in this country. The Soviet 
Foreign Office did not send out formal invitations until 
July 27, 1946. Attached to the invitation was "a proposed 
agenda which followed textually a suggestion made by the 
United States with the addition of . . . 'The Establishment 
of Relations with the United Nations Organization.'" In 
spite of the lateness of the invitation, the United States 
and the other invited governments accepted.
The United States asked for a delay from August 28 
to late September in starting the preliminary conference so 
there would be more time to prepare for it. France and 
Great Britain approved the request and the conference was 
delayed until September 28.22^ The fifth country invited to 
the five-power conference was China; the countries were the 
"victors" of World War II.
222y. s ., Department of State, Report of the American 
Delegation, Moscow Preliminary Conference, 1946 (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1948), p. 1.
223Ibid., p. 2.
224New York Times, August 15, 1946, p. 3.
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The; purpose of the preliminary conference at Moscow 
was to consider the time and place of the next Union con­
ference and to discuss the problems to be considered 
then.^^ The instructions given the delegates were that 
"conversations at the Moscow Conference were to be 'explora­
tory and explanatory. ' 1,226
United States delegates were F. C. deWolf, chairman, 
Department of State, conference repeater; J. H. Dellinger, 
National Bureau of Standards, Marion H. Woodward and Paul 0. 
Miles, Federal Communications Conference, the former two 
were conference veterans; Col. A. G. Simson, Army, the 
latter two had both attended the Bermuda Conference; Robert 
Burton and Donald R. MacQuivey, both Department of State; 
Capt. W. E. Linaweaver and Read Admiral E. E. Stone, both 
Navy; Capt. Donald E. McKay, Coast Guard; David Adams and 
Clifford J. Durr, Federal Communications Commission; Lt.
Col. James D. Flashman, Army Air Forces; and Eugene Sibley, 
Civil Aeronautics Administration. For all but the last 
three, this was really a preliminary conference as they 
later attended the Union conference they helped plan. 
Accompanying the delegation were a secretary, a fiscal 
officer, an interpreter, four stenographers, and five 
observers. The last named group included F. C. Alexander, 
International Telephone and Telegraph Company; A. L. Budlong,
^^5New York Times, August 3, 1946, p. 5.
^ ^ Report of Delegation, p. 34.
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American Radio Relay League; Philip F. Siling, Radio Corpora­
tion of America; William G. Thompson, American Telephone and 
Telegraph Company; Comdr. E. M. Webster, National Federation 
of Shipping. 22^
Russia suggested that the chairmanship of the con­
ference should rotate among the heads of the delegations. 
Chairman deWolf suggested that the head of the Russian dele­
gation be permanent chairman of the preliminary conference. 
This was agreed to by the other delegations.223
The official languages were the obvious four, and the 
working languages were three, excluding the Chinese. The 
delegation made the comment that proceeding in three lan­
guages is a slow process, and "statements lose much of their 
precision and effectiveness when passing through two 
interpretations.
There was an involved discussion about who should 
issue invitations and to whom should the invitations be 
issued to attend the full-scale conference. Russia was 
adamant that Spain not be included. Great Britain did not 
want any reference made to the United Nations and did not 
want to exclude Spain. France was unhappy in gene::al. 
Consultation with the Berne Bureau did not help elicit a
^ ^ Report of Delegation, p. 3.
223Ibid., p. 6. 229Ibid., p. 9.
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compromise. At the suggestion of the United States, it was 
decided to have the Economic and Social Council of the 
united Nations issue the invitations to a forthcoming Union 
conference to be held in the United States. Spain was not 
to be invited. The telegraph section of the Union conference 
was to be held in France.23®
The main work of Committee I was the reorganization 
of the Union. This work was expedited by the Department of 
State early circulating preliminary proposals of the United 
States for a reorganization of the Union.
There were five committees formed at the conference 
and each had American representation. Committee I, conven­
tion, had seven persons from this country with deWolf as 
American spokesman and vice-chairman of the committee. 
Committee II, radio regulations, had fifteen members from 
the United States with Dellinger as American spokesman and 
Stone as chairman. Committee III, allocations, included 
twelve persons from this country and Miles was American 
spokesman. Committee IV, telephone regulations, had two 
Americans with Woodward as their spokesman. Committee V, 
telegraph regulations, had five from the United States with 
Durr as the American s p o k e s m a n . A m e r i c a n  committee mem­
bers, as listed on pages 7 and 8 of the delegation's report, 
were as follows:
I— deWolf, Durr, Stone, A. G. Simson, Adams, MacQuivey,
230Ibid., pp. 11-16. 231Ibid., p. 8.
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Burton; II— Stone, MacQuivery, Dellinger, deWolf, 
Linaweaver, Flashman, Miles, McKay, Sibley, Alexander, 
Budlong, Siling, Thompson, Woodward, Webster? Ill—  
Miles, McKay, Linaweaver, Flashman, Woodward, Burton, 
Alexander, Budlong, Siling, Simson, Thompson, Webster;
IV— Woodward, Thompson? V— Adams, Durr, Alexander, 
Siling, Woodward.
"The basic document used by the Committee for its 
studies was a Soviet proposal for the reorganization of the 
Union, which was practically a copy of our own proposals on 
the same subject. . . . There was unanimity on our basic 
proposals.1 232 There was also a suggestion that the Union 
"enter into a relationship" with the United N a t i o n s . 223
Some items were all readily agreed to by a]1 five 
powers at Moscow. They all felt the reorganized Union 
should have an Administrative Council, a permanent Secre­
tariat, and a Central Frequency Registration Board. The 
United States proposed the creation of the last-named in 
Committee II. The Berne Bureau was already publishing a 
frequency list which was compiled simply by countries 
notifying the Bureau of the use of a particular frequency. 
The frequency did not have to be cleared through the Bureau
232Ibid., p. 16.
^•^New York Times, October 22, 1946, p. 17.
As early as May, 1945, Edgar Kobak, president of 
Mutual Broadcasting Company, recommended affiliating world­
wide communication with the United Nations. He said radio 
must be used to wage peace in the post-war world even more 
than it was used to wage war in the preceding years. This 
use of radio is something to be worked out, he said, "per­
haps by a special organ within the United Nations Security 
Council." (Edgar Kobak, "Waging peace in the ether waves," 
Free World, IX (May, 1945), 60-63.)
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first which was a disadvantage that the new board would 
overcome. The Bureau had no powers, but served merely as a 
registry office of radio frequencies and a publisher of 
certain items.234
In the work on allocations, Committee ill, the 
Soviets ancl the United States had many opposing points of 
view. China supported the United States whenever pos­
sible. 22 ^ The United States was successful in obtaining 
concurrence in principle to three of the four objectives of 
the committee, and there was a stalemate on the other.22^
Committee III produced some intangible results as 
well. "It is believed that the discussion and exchange of 
views which took place at the five-power conference were of 
much greater benefit than would appear from a mere examina­
tion of the report of Committee III, and that the work done 
will go fa:: towards achieving the complete agreeme.it neces­
sary at the forthcoming world telecommunication con­
ference. "237
Committee IV1s actions on telephone are of no con­
cern to this dissertation.
234prancis deWolf, "Preliminary Five-Power Tele­
communication Conference," Department of State Bulletin 
(July-December, 1946), pp. 943-46. The same source pointed 
out that because the Bureau was under the administration of 
the Swiss government, it had been able to survive and 
function at least minimally through two world wars.
233Report of Delegation, p. 27.
23'5jbid.. p. 28. 237ibid.. p. 29.
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Consideration of the telegraph regulations, Com­
mittee V, prompted the following suggestion by the American 
chairman: "The United States should circulate, along with
its proposals, a paper outlining in some detail its . . . 
philosophy.1,238
The American delegation did set forth its philosophy 
about telegraph agreements that presented a new point of 
view regarding this country becoming a signatory. It was as 
follows:
The United States had not previously signed the 
Telegraph Regulations because it was believed that 
adherence might obstruct the effectiveness of govern­
mental regulation of the private companies which 
operate the telecommunications system in the United 
States. If, however, Regulations could be formulated 
which would avoid this difficulty, the United States 
would consider sympathetically the advisability of 
adherence and was reviewing the Regulations with this 
objective in mind.239
The other delegations were "interested" and 
"sympathetic," and indicated they would be prepared to con­
sider seriously all United States proposals for the revision 
of the Regulations "to make them of international application 
and to adapt them to the conditions under which operations 
are conducted in the United States."240 This attitude of 
the other delegations certainly showed a cooperative spirit 
on the part of the other nations. The United States had
238Ibid., p. 31.
238Report of Delegation, p. 34. 
240Ibid.. pp. 34, 35, 40.
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shown a commendable flexibility in its comments about 
several proposals submitted by other countries. When this 
country1s proposals differed substantially from those of the 
other nations, the United States noted that it needed to 
study the subject further.
The American delegates believed "that whatever may 
be the position the United States takes ultimately with 
respect to the Telegraph Regulations, it should participate 
fully in the work of the International Telegraph Consulting 
Committee and aid in shaping the rate policies to be con-
?Al
sidered. The United States did appoint four observers
to the Telegraph Committee, the International Telegraph Con­
sulting Committee, which was to meet in the near future. The 
representatives were Clifford Durr, David Adams, and Marion 
W. Woodward, all Federal Communications Commissioners and 
conferees at Moscow, and William H. J. McIntyre who was with 
the embassy in London.^42
The Moscow conference concluded on October 21 and 
had determined that the worldwide international meeting 
should convene in Atlantic City in 1947: radio on 4ay 15,
telecommunications on July 1, and hi-frequency broadcasting
O/IO
xn the autumn.
The conclusions drawn from the conference were
241Ibid., p. 30.
242New York Times, October 31, 1946, p. 27. 
^4^DeWolf,"Preliminary telecommunication," p. 945.
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several. "There was a constant tendency on the part of the 
Soviet Delegation to formalize as far as possible any agree­
ments reached and to present them to the rest of the world 
as proposals of the five powers. This tendency was success­
fully resisted" by the Americans.2^4
"The conference was a success" because it estab­
lished "as great an area of agreement as possible on basic 
principles with regard to the revision of the Convention and 
Regulations annexed thereto."245 Not everyone saw the con­
ference as positively as the United States delegation. The 
Soviet vice-minister for communications complained that the 
Moscow conference settled "less than one-half the frequen­
cies having international significance, in spite of three 
weeks' work."246
The American delegation commented on the "harmonious 
relations" existing between the delegations and the "friendly 
spirit" in which matters were debated. The report said 
these attitudes were partly due to the personality of the 
conference chairman, Mr. Fortushenko of the Soviet Union,
"who proved himself to be an able and forceful representative 
of his country, but who on practically all issues was 
willing to meet the other Delegations halfway."247
^^Report of Delegation, p. 44. 2^5lbid.
246^jreless World, "World of Wireless: Frequency
allocations," December, 1946, p. 399.
2^^Report of Delegation, p. 44.
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American delegates thought the advance circulation of their 
proposals was an important contributing factor in the 
"effective working relationships."
A large number of the delegates knew each other and 
had participated in previous conferences. This fact had 
been "most helpful" in establishing close personal relation­
ships. The exception was the Soviet Delegation, except for 
the conference chairman who had attended the Cairo Confer­
ence . 248
The delegation1s report concluded with the observa­
tion that "one of the most gratifying aspects of the Con­
ference was the preponderant part that the United States 
Delegation took in its deliberations." This included "the 
decision of the United States in first suggesting the Con­
ference and secondly in attending it was amply justified by 
the results obtained."249
The accomplishments of this interim conference were 
mainly to agree on the need for a full-scale conference and 
to make the arrangements necessary to hold it, including 
discussion of agenda. The United States at the conference 
provided much of the impetus for establishing the mechanics 
for reorganizing the International Telecommunication union, 
setting up a Central Frequency Registration Board, and 
helping to settle some international frequency allocations. 
This country decided to participate more fully in telegraph
248Ibid., p. 45. 249!bid.
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conference preparations, including having observers on the 
Telegraph Committee.
A special interest conference was held a few days 
after the Moscow Conference was over. It was an informal 
Four-power International Broadcasting Conference held in 
Paris from October 28 to October 30. Only China was absent 
of those attending the Moscow meeting. A fifth group was 
represented and that was the International Broadcasting 
Organization. This country's delegates were F. C. deWolf, 
chairman, Robert Burton and A. G. Simson, all three of whom 
had just come from Moscow; Forney A. Rankin, Department of 
State, attending his first such conference; John N. Plakias 
and Ezra Clark Stillman who were connected with the American 
embassies in Paris and Brussels respectively.
The agenda concerned national and international 
organization problems. The conference set the date for the 
hi-frequency broadcasting meeting to be held in Atlantic 
City from August 16 to September 27, 1927. It also con­
sidered the agenda for the Atlantic City conference next 
year.250
In the spring the Economic and Social Council of the 
United Nations General Assembly "endorsed the action of the 
United States in not inviting the Franco Government" to
250U. S., Department of State, informal Four Power 
International Broadcasting Conference (Washington: Govern­
ment Printing Office, 1948), International Organizations and 
Conference Series I, p. 1.
3 2 2
the conferences.^-*-
The endorsement was after another conflict about 
invitations. The United Nations Transport and Communica­
tions Committee recommended that all countries belonging to 
the United Nations be invited to Union conferences even if 
they were not previously Union members. Sir Osborn Mance, 
Great Britain, complained the united States acted in contra­
vention of Union statute when it sent out the invitations to 
those who were not Union members. Mance said the United 
Nations should not interfere with the internal affairs of 
the Union, in spite of the Union asking the cooperation of 
the United Nations after the Moscow conference. Great 
Britain was voted down 11 to 1 and the American action, 
not inviting Franco Spain, was approved.^52
United States participation during the interim 
between Cairo and Atlantic City was seen mainly in the 
accomplishments of the Moscow conference. This country was 
instrumental in providing for the reorganization of the 
Union and establishing a Central Frequency Registration 
Board. She worked on agenda at both the Moscow conference 
and the Four-Power Broadcasting Conference for the
^^United Nations, Department of Public Information, 
Yearbook of the United Nations, 1947-48 (Lake Success, New 
York, 1949), p. 48.
252New York Times, February 15, 1947, p. 4.
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conference in Atlantic City. The Bermuda conference was 
significant in that it was there decided a preliminary to 
the third joint conference was needed and the suggestion was 
made for Moscow to host it. The United States also worked 
through and tried to work with the United Nations on member­
ship matters that involved the joint conferences.
Atlantic City Conference, 1947
The Atlantic City Conference, the third Union con­
ference, was divided into three conferences: radio, tele­
communication, and high-frequency broadcasting. The 
conference was needed because many countries had materially 
expanded their communication services since the last con­
ference held in 1938. New techniques had been developed 
which extended the usable frequency spectrum far above what 
had been available in Cairo and every nation and service 
wanted more spectrum space.^53 importance of the con­
ference was emphasized by the Assistant Secretary of State,
G. Norton, who said, "Failure to reach complete accord is 
unthinkable and would seriously disrupt communication 
throughout the world."254
The number of nations participating ranged from
253Bartlett T. Miller, "The international telecom­
munication conference of 1947," Bell Telephone Magazine 
(Winter, 1947-1948), pp. 192-203.
254New York Times, May 17, 1947, p. 5.
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fifty-four to e i g h t y - s e v e n . T h e r e  were from 400 to 800 
representatives.256 gnited States delegates were chosen
by the President and private company representatives were 
certified by the Department of State. Although the dele­
gates were listed separately for each of the conferences, 
there was a great deal of overlapping, both among the dele­
gations from this country as well as those from other 
nations.
The delegations will be listed separately for each 
conference at the beginning of the discussion of United 
States participation in each conference. There are certain 
items common to the three conferences, aside from the city in 
which they were meeting, that will be considered 
before the separate conferences. These items include the 
(1 ) use of the secretariat, (2 ) internal regulations and the 
press, (3) language, (4) membership, and (5) a list of the 
representatives of United States private agencies partici­
pating in this country's delegations.
First, the secretariat for all three conferences was
255The above issue of the New York Times said fifty- 
four for radio, and the previous day's issue, page 5, said 
seventy-one for telecommunication. Miller in "Conference of 
1947" said seventy-eight, relating to telecommunication. 
Forney Rankin in Who Gets the Air? said eighty-seven for 
high-frequency broadcasting.
256M i H er/ "Conference of 1947" said 400, including 
175 from the United States. The Department of State in the 
International Telecommunication Conference said 600 foreign 
delegates plus those from the United States, almost 200.
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furnished by the Berne Bureau and that meant the cost was 
apportioned among the administrations which participated.
The United States had long thought she should not be 
responsible for the translating and reproducing costs that 
were necessitated by English being a second language. The 
secretariat personnel numbered about 235 p e r s o n s . 257 
Gerald C. Gross, vice-director of the Union and former con­
ference activist for the United States, was named Secretary- 
General or presiding officer of the union. Federal 
Communication Commission chairman, Charles Denny Jr., was 
named permanent chairman of the Atlantic City Conference; he 
was also chairman of the American delegation for each of the
three c o n f e r e n c e s . 258
Second, a new set of internal regulations governing 
the procedures of the conference was adopted at the opening 
session. They had been proposed by the United States and 
"differed in numerous substantial respects from the pro­
cedural regulations employed at the Cairo Conference in 
1938.1,259
One such procedural arrangement concerned the policy 
established at the Atlantic City Conference in regard to the
257international Conference, p. 6 .
The name of the international Bureau was changed to 
General Secretariat. (P. E. Erikson, "International Tele­
communication Convention, Atlantic City, 1947," Electrical 
Communication, XXV (September, 1948), 232.)
258New York Times, May 17, 1947, p. 5.
^ international conference, p. 1 0 .
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Press. At the Washington Conference of 1927, the United 
States had opened a public information office and generally 
held "open" conferences for representatives of the press. 
Information available for the public from other communica­
tion conferences, including Cairo, and meetings prior to and 
since the Washington Conference had been available only in a 
limited way. News was obtained through formal communiques 
issued by appropriate officials, usually at the close of the 
conference, and the sessions were closed to public and 
press. Now, twenty years after the initial exposure of 
freedom of the press to the foreign delegations, the United 
States was doing it again. This country asked that "sessions 
of the Conference and its Committees shall be public unless 
otherwise decided by the body concerned."260 conference
adopted the proposal.
Third, language was less of a problem at this con­
ference than it had been formerly because of the system of 
simultaneous interpretation.261 There were five official 
languages: Chinese, English, French, Russian, and Spanish.
The working languages were English, French, and Spanish.
The united States wanted English "on an absolute level with 
French in all Union conferences, both for oral translations
260jbid., p. 7.
2^1Language was part of the Radio and Telecommunica­
tion conferences but is included here to conform to its 
location in other chapters and because it applies to all the 
conferences.
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and for documents." This arrangement was agreed to but in 
case of dispute the French text was authentic. All 
documents were issued in both English and French. Docu­
ments were also issued in Russian and Spanish upon request. 
There were 1,007 radio documents, averaging 5.5 pages; 555 
telecommunication documents, averaging 5.6 pages; and 149 
high-frequency broadcasting documents, averaging 3.9 
pages. ^ 63
Fourth, membership and voting were again dis­
cussed. ^ 64 Should or should not Franco Spain be admitted to 
Union membership evoked heated debate. In a committee 
session Argentina proposed to admit Spain, but the United 
States, Russia, and Guatemala proposed to exclude her. The 
Argentine proposal lost in committee two to fourteen.265 
Three days later a vote was taken at a plenary session. 
Argentina's proposal was openly supported by Vatican City 
and Roumania. A vote was taken by secret ballot without any 
marking to denote the countries voting. The proposal lost 
and Spain was not admitted to Union membership.^66
The United States had tried to clarify Union
262jbjd., p. 5. 263ibid., p. 6.
264irhese two items were part of the agenda of the 
Telecommunications Conference. They are included here to 
conform to their location in earlier discussions of the 
other conferences, and also because they apply to all three 
conferences.
^ 5New York Times, July 17, 1949, p. 10.
^ 6New York Times, July 20, 1947, p. 25.
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membership qualifications at Moscow. This country defined 
sovereign states as those which were capable of assuming 
complete responsibility not only for themselves but for all 
their territories. The preliminary conference in 1946 
accepted this definition.^67 In Atlantic City Great Britain 
proposed the idea of associate membership. This classifica­
tion was intended to take care of colonies. Such members 
would enjoy all the rights and fulfill all the obligations 
of the convention except those of holding office in the 
permanent Union organs and of voting. The United States 
accepted this amendment to their proposal. However, Belgium, 
France, the Netherlands, and Portugal vehemently opposed 
both the United States idea of sovereign states as full 
members and the British amendment.^68 The combination of 
united States proposal and British amendment was not accepted 
by the conference.
The two countries, the united States and Great 
Britain, then proposed that in the future "admission to full 
membership in the Union require the consent of two-thirds of 
its members whereas associate members would require only a 
majority of the votes to be in that category. This proposal 
was adopted.269
This country felt that all questions at the con­
ference requiring a vote should be settled by a simple
267international conference, p. 52.
263Ibid., p. 4. 269j^id., p. 54.
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majority. After protracted discussion, the United States 
proposal was approved with some minor exceptions, in which 
case a two-thirds majority would be needed.27®
Invitations and admission to the conferences were 
related to membership and voting. This matter was not a 
rehash of the Spanish problem. The United States was con­
cerned about the status of private agencies at the con­
ferences. Such groups included private operating companies, 
national and international organizations, and inter-govern­
mental organizations.27^ This country proposed that private 
agencies could be admitted to either plenipotentiary con­
ferences or administrative conferences only as part of a 
member government1s delegation and that inter-governmental 
organizations should be permitted to attend only as 
observers.
Initially, there was no agreement on this recommenda' 
tion, but the United States did not give up. She defined 
delegation in such a way that it was broad enough to cover 
private agencies and obtained agreement on the definition. 
The Americans were also able to have the principle accepted 
that no proposal could be submitted unless it was counter­
signed or supported by the head of the delegation of the
270Ibid.. p. 75.
271'Examples: American Telephone and Telegraph Com­
pany, American Radio Relay League, international Radio 
Consulting Committee, director of the Union or a United 
Nations official.
3 3 0
2 7 2country concerned or by his deputy.
Fifth, twenty-four private operating companies or
groups sent representatives to Atlantic City, many of whom
were interested in and participated in more than one of the
conferences. Following are the names of the private agencies,
the number of their representatives, and the names of the
conference repeaters.
Aeronautical Radio Company— 4 
American Petroleum Institute— 1
American Radio Relay League— 4, including P. M. Segal 
and K. B. Warner 
American Telephone and Telegraph Company— 8 , including 
L . E . Whittemore 
Associated Broadcasters, inc.— 2 
Bendix Aviation Corporation— 1 
Columbia Broadcasting System— 7 
FM and Fax Stations— 1 
Globe Wireless, Ltd.— 2
International Telephone and Telegraph Company— 8 , 
including H. H. Buttner 
All-American Cables and Radio, Inc.— 1 
American Cable and Radio Corporation— 7, including 
J. A. Kennedy 
W2XMN-W2XEA— 1
Mackay Radio and Telegraph Company— 5 
Lorain Co. Radio Corporation— 2 
National Association of Broadcasters— 3 
National Federation of American Shipping— 2 
Radio Corporation of Puerto Rico— 1 
Lake Carriers Association— 4 
Press Wireless, inc.— 5
Radio Corporation of America and affiliates— 19,
including A. J. Costigan, C. B. Jolliffe, and P. F. 
Siling
Tropical Radio Telegraph Company— 1
Western Union Telegraph Company— 11, including J. R.
Redman
Westinghouse Radio Stations— 5^73
272Ibid., p. 76.
At a Western Hemisphere regional conference in 1923, 
the same type of resolution was introduced for the control 
of "unofficial parties" participating in a conference.
273Ibid., p. 140.
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Industry and other private groups in this country 
not only cooperated with government officials in the work­
load, but also helped with the entertainment and official 
functions for the visiting delegations. The united States 
government had limited funds for "extras, 1 such as trips to 
plants, laboratories and points of interest, but the private 
groups underwrote and arranged much of the non-work 
activities. The work of the conference was organized on the 
basis of a six-day week, except for certain weekends.^74
Although the items discussed and the list above 
affected all three conferences, "the conferences were 
entirely distinct one from another, operating with different 
agenda and different committees."275 Tlie personnei Was 
fundamentally the same on each of the American delegations. 
The changes were principally additions for specific subjects 
as the conference progressed. On occasion, all three con­
ferences would be in session simultaneously for a consider­
able period.276
The three conferences convened in Atlantic City close 
to the dates suggested at the Moscow meeting. The
274gartlett T. Miller, "The International Telecom­
munication Conference of 1947," Bell Telephone Magazine 
(Winter, 1947-1948), pp. 192-203.
The delegates had certain other fringe benefits as 
well. They had diplomatic immunity, were exempted from 
paying a three per cent luxury tax and also were exempted 
from paying liquor taxes. (New York Times. July 12, 1947, 
p. 24, and July 25, 1947.)
275Ibid., p. 1. 276Ibid.
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administrative conference was commonly called the radio 
conference and it was held from May 16 to October 2. The 
plenipotentiary conference was generally referred to as the 
telecommunication conference and it was held from July 1 to 
October 2. The high-frequency broadcasting conference was 
from August 16 to September 27. The conferences will be 
discussed in that order.
The delegates from the United States for the Radio 
Conference were Charles Denny Jr., chairman, Ewell K. Jett, 
Paul D. Miles, and Edward M. Webster, from the Federal Com­
munications Commission; Francis deWolf, vice-chairman, and 
Harvey B. Otterman, from the Department of State; Gordon L. 
Caswell and Donald E. McKay, Navy; J. H. Dellinger, Depart­
ment of Commerce; and A. G. Simson, Army. There were also 
twenty-three government technical experts, and three staff 
members.277
Ten radio committees were formed and there was 
American representation on each. Many persons served on 
more than one committee and subcommittee. The committees 
are as follows:
Committee I, credentials— deWolf was spokesman for the 
three from this country;
Committee II, steering— had five from the United States;
Committee III, organizational regulations— Otterman was 
spokesman for the twenty-five Americans, fifteen from 
the government and ten from industry;
Subcommittee A, International Frequency Registration
277InternatjLOnai conferences, p. 136.
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Board— six Americans;
Subcommittee B, Radio Committee— five from this 
country;
Subcommittee C, Broadcasting Union— four from the 
United States;
Committee IV, technical coordinating— five Americans;
Commit-ee V, allocation of frequencies— Miles was spokes­
man Cor thirty-three Americans, eleven from the 
government and twenty-two from industry. There were 
five subcommittees, each of which dealt with a par­
ticular part of the spectrum. Three Americans divided 
the representation on the five groups.
Committee VI, International Frequency List— Caswell was 
spokesman for nineteen Americans, five from government 
and fourteen from industry;
Subcommittee A, compilation of requirements for fre­
quency list— nine from this country.
Subcommittee B, engineering principles— eight from the 
United States;
Subcommittee C, practical directives— four Americans;
Committee VII, general technical regulations— Dellinger 
was spokesman for twenty-one Americans, eleven were 
from government and ten from industry.
Subcommittee A, Articles 1 and 5— four from the United 
States;
Subcommittee B, Articles 4, 6 , 22, Appendices 1, 2, 3—  
five Americans;
Subcommittee C, monitoring, standard frequencies, radio 
propagation— Dellinger was chairman of subcommittee, 
four Americans;
Committee VIII, operating regulations— Webster was
spokesman for twenty-nine Americans, ten from govern­
ment and nineteen from industry. There were four sub­
committees with the topics of general, procedures, 
distress, and radio telegrams. Webster was chairman 
of the conference subcommittee on distress. All full 
committee members were also members of each subcom­
mittee.
Committee IX, drafting— Lebel was spokesman for two from 
this country.
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Committ.ee X, Berne Bureau— one was from the United 
States.278
^ ^ ’international conference, pp. 147-53. Committee 
and subcommittee responsibilities are listed briefly below.
I— Examined credentials of the representatives of 
governments attending the conference— deWolf, Dixon, Pringle.
II— Formulated policies concerning the direction of 
the activities of the conference— Denny, deWolf, Berg, Lebel, 
Trail.
Hi:— Considered provisions and proposals dealing 
with the International Frequency Registration Board (IFRB), 
International Consulting Committee for Radio (CCIR), Inter­
national Broadcasting Union (UIR), and certain (not speci­
fied) documents and radio regulations— Otterman, Adams, Berg, 
Burton, Linaweaver, Rankin, Rhodes, A. G. Simson, L. H. 
Simson, Trail, Rentzel, Budlong, Ryan, Whittemore, Alexander, 
Buttner, Gibbons, Pratt, Parkerson, Bartlett, Jolliffe, 
Mitchell, Pannill, Russell, Siling. Sub. A— IFRB— Adams, 
Linaweaver, Otterman, Rhodes, A. G. Simson, Trail. Sub. B—  
CCIR— Bartlett, Otterman, A. G. Simson, Whittemore. Sub. C 
— UIR— Bartlett, Otterman, Rankin, Rhodes.
IV— Coordinated work of conference committees 5, 6 , 
and 7 dealing with allocation, preparation of new Inter­
national Frequency List, and general technical regulations—  
Caswell, Dellinger, Jett, Miles, Woodward.
V— Considered provisions and proposals on frequency 
allocations and prepared a revision of the allocations table 
and relevant regulations— Miles, Burton, cross, Grider,
Jett, Linaweaver, MacQuivey, McIntosh, Meaker, L. Simson, 
White, Daniels, Royden, Budlong Segal, Warner, Campbell,
Ryan, Thompson, Marriner, Pratt, Price, Sandretto, Spangen- 
berg, Jansky, Renner, Alexander, Howard, Hemrich, Costigan, 
Muller, Siling, Howley. Sub. A— Allocations Table: 2850 to
30,000 kc., and above— Miles. Sub. B— Allocations Table: 
below 2850 kc., and for radionavigation service 10 kc. to 
2850 kc.— McIntosh. Sub. C— tropical broadcasting--Miles. 
Sub. D— regional— McIntosh.
VI— Reviewed existing frequency list and planned for 
new international frequency list— Caswell, Carrick, Dean, 
Loeber, White, Daniels, Royden, Campbell, Donald, Browning, 
Buttner, Pratt, Alexander, Spangenberg, Hemrich, Edwards, 
Pfautz, Scholz, Howley. Sub. A— compilation of requirements 
for frequency list— Loeber, Alexander, Carrick, Caswell, 
Daniels, Dean, Donald, Edwards, White. Sub. B— engineering 
principles— Alexander, Campbell, Caswell, Dean, Donald, 
Edwards, Pfautz, White. Sub. C— practical directives for 
compiling new international list— Caswell, Donald, Pfautz, 
White.
VII— Considered problems of definitions, tolerances,
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The radio agenda in Atlantic City included a com­
plete revision of the Cairo General Radio Regulations and
27 9partial revision of the Additional Radio Regulations.^
"The United States submitted detailed proposals for the 
revision, which were largely used as a basis for the discus­
sions of the Conference. They had generous support from the 
other American governments as a result of the joint study
emissions, harmonics, and interference— Dellinger, Dean, 
Grider, Janes, Jett, Loeber, MacQuivey, McIntosh, McKay, 
Meaker, L. Simson, Daniels, Donald, Llewellyn, Browning, 
Spangenberg, Coleman, Edwards, Martin, Muller, Scholz. Sub. 
A— Articles 1, 5— Janes, Llewellyn, MacQuivey, Martin. Sub. 
B— Articles 4, 6 , 22, Appendices 1, 2, 3— Coleman, Janes, 
Llewellyn, Meaker, Muller. Sub. C— monitoring, standard 
frequencies, radio propagation— Dellinger, Grider, Mac­
Quivey, Meaker.
VIII— Considered respectively provisions on (A) 
licenses, operators' certificates, and amateur stations;
(B) traffic procedures; (C) safety, emergency and distress; 
and (D) accounting and matters covered by Additional Radio 
Regulations— Webster, Berg, Cross, Lebel, Linaweaver, Loeber, 
MacQuivey, McKay, Minners, L. Simson, Daniels, Fridrich, 
Budlong, Warner, Campbell, Thompson, Whittemore, Llewellyn, 
Sandretto, Jansky, Renner, Alexander, Price, Phillips, zaun, 
Costigan, Martin, Howley, Hyland. Sub. A— general— all full 
committee members. Sub. B— procedures— all full committee 
members. Sub. C— distress— all full committee members.
Sub. D— all full committee members.
IX— Drafted final texts from text submitted from 
other committees— Lebel, Trail.
X— Reviewed the administration of the Union's 
affairs since the Cairo Conference and examined the accounts 
for the radio division of the Bureau— Trail.
279The Additional Radio Regulations was a supple­
mentary document containing regulations concerning operating 
agencies. The United States did not sign because of a con­
flict with domestic operating laws and policy. This country 
took part in the discussions because of their impact on 
United States radio operations.
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given them at the Third Inter-American Radio Conference."28®
A group of technicians in the United States had con­
cluded that, what was needed was a complete engineering of 
the high-frequency portion of the radio spectrum, and this 
engineering overhaul was mentioned in the original United 
States proposals. in spite of the proposal being circulated 
before the conference, the other delegations came "without a 
clear understanding of the steps necessary to carry forward 
this comprehensive [American and international] project."
At the radio conference the United States representatives 
"were prepared to submit a complete tabulation of all United 
States requirements for operations in the high-frequency 
portion of the radio spectrum." Since no other delegations 
arrived at the conference "with necessary data in a form 
suitable for consideration" by the proper committee, the 
matter could not be determined immediately."281
A prime task then of this country1s delegation "was 
one of exposition, of the need for preparing, under an 
entirely new concept, an international frequency list."
There were protracted discussions, and the attitudes of the 
foreign delegates on this issue changed from one of "hos­
tility to the proposed radical departures from past practice 
to one of interest in the proposal."282 Finally the
^ ^ International Conference, p. 8 . The Third Inter- 
American Radio Conference was a I945 Western Hemisphere 
conference discussed in the next chapter.
28:1 Ibid.. p. 27. 282Ibid.
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conferees became convinced "that a plan such as that pro­
posed by the united States was absolutely essential."283 
The result was the adoption of a new Frequency Allocation 
Table which was the "most important single accomplishment, 
from the standpoint of United States interests."284
The United States also wanted a completely engineered 
and scientifically prepared international frequency list 
which would be supervised and regulated by an international 
board. This country suggested the formation of a provisional 
frequency board. The temporary board would answer the 
"where, by whom, when, and in what manner the actual work of 
a new international frequency list could be carried to con­
clusion."28  ^ Such a board would register the frequencies by 
various governments.
After a designated time, the provisional board would
283Ibid. 284Ibid., p. 18.
285Ibid.. pp. 30, 31.
When the Provisional Frequency Board began reallo­
cating frequencies the next year, Russia objected to the way 
it was being done. Because the usual Russian representative 
(highly spoken of by his international colleagues) was ill 
and could not attend the Board meetings, Russia asked the 
meeting to be postponed. Since more than fifty countries 
had already sent delegates, it was too late to postpone the 
meeting. Whether this refusal to postpone the meeting is 
what influenced Russia's attitude or not is unknown.
Russia refused to give the Board certain specified 
information and without such information, Russia could not 
be fitted into the world pattern. Even though Spain was 
excluded from the Board for political reasons, she sent in 
the data via Portugal and said she would abide by the 
allocations. Not even Nazi Germany had violated the inter­
national frequency agreement. (New York Times, February 7, 
1947, p. 7.)
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drop the temporary designation and become the International 
Frequency Registration Board. The system under the former 
regulations had amounted to a kind of "legalized squatting"
and w a s  quite u n s a t i s f a c t o r y . ^ 8 6
There were prolonged discussions, debates, and tech­
nical investigations, but "finally the Conference agreed with 
the proposals of the United States in every respect."^®7 
The United States wanted and got a Frequency Allocation 
Table, an overhauled International Frequency List, a Pro­
visional Frequency Board, and ultimately an International 
Frequency Board.
Part of the allocations consideration, a minor part, 
was the role of the Radio Committee, or more properly, the 
International Radio Consulting Committee. The United States 
suggested some internal reorganization of both the Radio and 
Telegraph committees and also wanted them to be continuing 
or permanent bodies, instead of periodically convening
^®®"Atlantic City Conferences," Wireless World,
LIV (March, 1948), 79.
^®7international Conference, pp. 30, 31.
In an undated memorandum, Sen. White said he regarded 
the fact that agreement was reached about the involved 
allocation of frequencies problem as an "outstanding accom­
plishment. " He also said the United States was responsible 
in large measure for the success of the allocations and "the 
concept of the Board was initially formulated by the United 
States."
A delegate from the United States, Paul Miles, was 
chairman of the eleven-member Provisional Frequency Regis­
tration Board in 1948. (U.N., Department of Public Informa­
tion, "Activities of ITU," Yearbook Series, 1947-1948 
(Lake Success, New York, 1948), p. 932.)
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groups. These suggestions by the Americans were approved by 
the conference.288
Another part of the allocations discussion involved 
a frequency change for the maritime mobile services. The 
plan, as expressed by the original United States proposals, 
"came through without material change." The change involved 
the use of high frequencies, and the American delegation said 
its use "will be translated in terms of greater communication 
efficiency as soon as the application can make itself 
felt."289
A marine radio improvement, advocated at previous
conferences by the united States, was the elimination of
spark transmitters on ship stations and the reserving of the
500 kc. frequency for distress signals. The agreement
reached on the former was that the primitive sending sets
could be used only on survival craft in cases of emergency.
The disposition of the latter was a recommendation that each
OQf)nation give serious study to the subject again.
The United States had studied the subject of opera­
tors' certificates and qualifications. This country 
presented proposals to modernize and simplify such items 
and, after some revision by the conferees, they were 
adopted.2 9 *•
288ibid.# p. 3 5 . The Telecommunication conference 
also discussed this and came to the same conclusion. At the 
1927 Washington Conference, the United States had unsuccess­
fully opposed the formation of the Radio Committee.
289Ibid., p. 40. 290lbid.. p. 41. 291Ibid., p. 42.
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T'hi s country wanted all radio matters to be under 
one jurisdiction, on sea and in the air too. She tried to 
clarify and strengthen regulations for automatic-alarm 
radio-connected apparatus on ships. The majority of the 
delegations approved the principle, but said the item should 
be considered, not at this conference, but at the next 
Safety-of-Life-at-Sea Conference.
Aeronautical radio problems had come before the 
Cairo Conference when some delegations thought aircraft 
radio matters should have a separate set of regulations.
The United States had not agreed with that idea at Cairo, 
nor did she at Atlantic City and she again managed to keep 
aircraft radio covered in the General Radio Regulations.
She thought the Union should have control over the funda­
mental international communication policy and generally the 
Union did. ^ 2
Ibid., p. 44.
Some countries had tried to set up their own radio 
standards and procedures; the net result was confusion.
This action was in contrast to American activity.
The Americans helped initiate the Provisional Inter­
national Civil Aviation Organization in 1944 and it became 
a permanent organization in 1947. The group was "engaged in 
regulating and formulating standards of practice in the 
conduct of radio communication and radionavigation in the 
international aeronautical service."
The aviation organization was not interested in 
procedure per se. The Union's General Radio Regulations 
included procedural provisions relating to the aeronautical 
(and other) services. The United States managed to circum­
vent the attempts by other nations to set up special aero­
nautical regulations on procedural matters. This action 
meant the aircraft regulations were kept as part of the 
General Radio Regulations and the status quo was maintained. 
(Report of Delegation, pp. 43, 44.)
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Another allocation problem about which the United 
States was concerned was the amount of spectrum space to be 
allowed the amateurs. This country and the rest of the 
Western Hemisphere wanted a maximum allocation, but the 
European powers wanted a minimum for them. The amateur 
services finally lost part of their old band but gained a 
new and wider band in another part of the spectrum that was 
assigned on a worldwide basis.293
The International Bureau at Berne had financial 
problems and Committee X offered some solutions. The United 
States "contributed to a large extent" to the detailed study 
which the committee made, as well as to the "formulation of 
recommendations."294
The achievements of the Atlantic City Radio Con­
ference were largely dependent on the effective participa­
tion of the United States. The revision of the Cairo 
General Radio Regulations and the Additional Radio Regula­
tions can be attributed to "the great amount of planning and 
preconference discussions."295
The United States proposed and the conference 
accepted a Frequency Allocation Table, an International 
Frequency Registration List, an International Frequency
293Phil ip F. Siling, "Frequency Allocations," RCA 
Review, VIII (December, 1947), 737-42.
29^Ibid., p. 47.
295Ibid., p. 40.
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Registration Board, a change in the status of the Radio 
Committee and the Telegraph Committee, the use of high- 
frequencies for the maritime mobile service, practical eli­
mination o:: spark transmitters and more stable use of 500 kc. 
for distress signals, a revision of operators' certificates, 
aeronautical regulations in the General Radio Regulations, 
and recommendations about the Bureau.
Delegates to the Telecommunications Conference from 
the United States were Charles Denny Jr., chairman, D. C. 
Adams, E. X. Jett, and E. M. Webster, from the Federal Com­
munications Commission; F. C. deWolf, vice-chairman, John S 
Cross, Helen G. Kelly, Arthur L. Lebel, H. B. Otterman,
Forney A. Rankin, John D. Tomlinson, Florence A. Trail, and 
W. V. Whitrington, from the Department of State; Spencer B. 
Akin, Francis L. Ankenbrandt, and A. G. Simson, from the 
Army; D. E. McKay and E. E. Stone, from the Navy; and J. H. 
Dellinger and L. H. Simson from the Department of Commerce. 
There were also four Congressional advisers, twenty-five 
government technical experts and three staff members.^96
Eight telecommunication committees were formed, and 
there was *toaerican representation on each. Again many 
persons served on more than one committee and subcommittee. 
The commitzees are as follows:
Committee A— there were two from the United States;
2^ International Conference, pp. 137, 138.
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Committee B, credentials—  one American;
Committee C, organization of union— deWolf was 
spokesman for the fifteen from this country;
Committee D, relationship of the Union to the United 
Nations— Otterman was spokesman for the six from 
the United States;
Committee E, convention— Jett was spokesman for the 
ten Americans;
Committee F, general regulations— cross was spokes­
man for the six from this country;
Committee G, drafting— Lebel was spokesman for three 
from the United States; and
Committee H, voting— deWolf was spokesman fDr three
from t h i s  c o u n t r y . 2 9 7
29'7'international Conference, pp. 153-55. Committee 
and subcommittee responsibilities and membership are listed 
briefly below.
A— Formulated policy concerning the direction of 
activities of the conference— Denny and deWolf.
B— Examined the credentials of the representatives 
of the governments attending the conference— Ben F. Dixon.
C— Considered provisions and proposals dealing with 
the structure of the Union; also considered proposals con­
cerning the seat of the Union— deWolf, Adams, Akin, Del­
linger, Kelly, Linaweaver, McKay, Otterman, Rankin, A. 
Simson, L. Simson, Stone, Tomlinson, Trail, Webster.
D— Considered proposals dealing with the relation­
ship between the two organizations; also drew up an agree­
ment setting forth precise nature of the relationship—  
Otterman, Dellinger, Rankin, A. Simson, Stone, Tomlinson.
E— Considered proposals concerning general provi­
sions of the convention not coming within the jurisdiction 
of committees III and IV— Jett, Adams, Akin, Ankenbrandt, 
Janes, Linaweaver, McKay, Otterman, L. Simson, E. M.
Webster.
F. Considered proposals concerning procedural regu­
lations for future conferences and meetings of the Union—  
Cross, Dellinger, Janes, Otterman, Tomlinson, Trail.
G— Drafted final texts— Lebel, Trail, Whittington
H— General question of voting— deWolf, Kelly, 
Tomlinson.
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The most Important part of the telecommunications 
agenda was concerned with the organization of the Union and 
the relationship between the Union and the United Nations. 
Committees c and D, respectively, took care of these items.
The United States in Committee C felt that an 
"urgent requirement of the Union was continuity of func­
tioning."^-® The assistant Secretary of State of the United 
States said that the inability to make decisions between 
conferences has been a great defect of the Union. The Union 
needs to be; an "up-to-date, continuously functioning organi­
zation capable of considering and deciding the many urgent 
problems in this rapidly changing field," he a d d e d . T h e  
United States proposed the formation of an Administrative 
Council to Committee C. The Council's purpose would be to 
efficiently coordinate the work of the Union between con­
ferences and its membership would be "with due regard to the 
need for equitable representation of all parts of the 
world."30°
29®International Conference, p. 54.
^9% e w  York Times, July 3, 1947, p. 6 .
"^"international Conference, p. 54. This proposal 
had been, mentioned at the Moscow Conference. The United 
States said that the basic document used for their study 
there was "a Soviet proposal for the reorganization of the 
Union, which was practically a copy of our own proposals." 
The Department of State from this country "circulated at an 
early stage preliminary proposals of the United States for 
the reorganization of the Union."
The United States thought of the idea of an Adminis­
trative Council first, put it in a proposal which was 
circulated to the other four nations prior to the Moscow
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No member could serve on the Administrative Council 
until an instrument of ratification or of accession had been 
deposited by that member or on its behalf. This country 
pointed out. that "in the past, several members of the Union 
had failed to ratify the convention, thus introducing an 
element of uncertainty as to their exact status."301 
recommendation of the United States was incorporated into 
the new convention.
The United States was particularly interested in 
participation by representatives of private industry in . 
plenipotentiary conferences. The conferees agreed that 
every government could "compose its delegations as it deems 
best, including, if it wishes, representatives from private 
organizations."3°3
meeting. Russia, more than the others, recognized the idea 
as a valuable one, reworked it and included it in the pro­
posal which she presented at the opening of the conference 
in Moscow.
According to From Semaphore to Satellite, page 183, 
Russia and the United States got joint credit for the idea 
of the Administrative Council.
on I
J International Conference, p. 56. It seems ironic 
that the United States was the one to make the comment 
since she was not always prompt about ratifying communica­
tion conventions, e.g., the 1906 Radiotelegraph Convention 
was not ratified until after the American delegation had 
left for the 1912 conference without their knowing if they 
would be able to participate or not.
3 ^ Ibid. The United States served as chairman of 
the eighteen-member Administrative Council for 1948. (U. N.,
Department of Public Information, Yearbook Series, 1947-48 
(Lake Success, New York, 1948), p. 932.)
3°3international Conference, p. 56.
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The; seat of the Union should be changed to the United 
Nations headquarters for closer cooperation between the two 
(as well as for efficiency and economy), said this country. 
There was so much opposition to the proposal that the United 
States withdrew it. This country then suggested Geneva as 
headquarters for both the Union Secretariat and the Radio 
and Telegraph committees.3®4 The conference agreed on 
Geneva.
Finances were a factor in the consolidation of Union 
office activities and needed to be considered in the pro­
visional and transitional arrangements that were going to be 
necessary. The United States detailed a new method of 
financing the Union and of providing for a higher limit of 
expenditures for the length of time the conventions would 
need to be in force before the new organizational arrange­
ments would become effective. The American proposals were 
"unanimously accepted" by the conference.3(33
The United States proposed to Committee D that the 
Union enter into and maintain a relationship with the United 
Nations. The United States said that although such an 
association was not essential to the functioning of the
304 Ibid.. p. 58.
The offices of the former had been in Berne and the 
latter in Paris. Berne was the seat of the Swiss government 
and the Bureau was dominated by that nation to some degree. 
Geneva was considered more of an international center and 
the secondary headquarters of the United Nations. (From 
Semaphore, pp. 183-89.)
305Ibid., p. 60.
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Union, "it would be of material assistance to the United 
Nations and consequently should be strongly supported."
After an involved discussion, a nine-country committee under 
the chairmanship of the United States was appointed at the 
urging of the United States to study the possibilities of 
such a consociation.
Some months earlier it had been made public that the 
United Nations Transportation and Communications Committee 
had taken steps to make provision for such specialized 
agencies as the Union.807 The Economic and Security Council 
of the General Assembly of the United Nations took the next 
step. On March 28, 1947, that group authorized its Com­
mittee on Negotiations with Specialized Agencies to enter 
into negotiations at the appropriate time with the Union for 
the purpose of bringing it into relationship with the United 
Nations.^®8
"The negotiations took place on August 12, 13, and 
14, 1947, and were conducted on a high plane of cordiality 
in spite of many divergent views." The United Nations 
group, which was headed by Walter Kotschnig of the United 
States, presented the United Nations proposal at the opening
306international Conference, p. 64.
807New York Times, February 7, 1947, p. 2.
30ftUnited Nations Department of Public Information, 
Yearbook of the United Nations, 1946-47 (Lake Success, New 
York, 1947), p. 827.
309session on August 12.
The Union group spoke various languages and its 
members came from eleven different nations. "This group 
worked in complete unison and amity and with much enthusiasm, 
as a team representing— and honoured to represent the 
Union. ,,31°
The agreement was concluded between the two organi­
zations as a result of the united States proposal at the 
Atlantic City Conference. Arrangements were made concerning 
the participation of the telecommunications operating service 
of the United Nations in the work of the Union. This was 
included in the Union convention. The United Nations did 
not maintain a separate international communication service
outside of the Union and the Union was the only international
91 1telecommunications organization.
The Union was admitted into the United Nations as a 
specialized agency unanimously and without any absten­
tions.3 "^3 The date of the completion of the relationship 
was set as January 1, 1949, when the Atlantic City Conference 
convention would come into effect.3^ 3
Committee E discussed the monetary unit to be used 
in the composition of international telecommunication rates
^ ^International Conference, p. 66.
310Ibid. 3llIbid., p. 101.
3i2New York Times. November 16, 1947, p. 12.
3-^International Communication, p. 63.
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and the settling of international accounts. The united 
States wanted to retain the existing gold franc but also to 
provide for the use of alternative standards. Other coun­
tries wante;d to go off the gold franc which was then in use.
The status quo was maintained, thanks to United States influ- 
314ence.
The United States also wanted the original text of 
the convention and other conference documents deposited with 
the union Secretariat instead of with the host country at 
the time of the agreement. The suggestion was not adopted, 
but was influential in having a proposal approved which 
stated that instruments of ratification or accession should 
be deposited with the Secretary General of the Union through 
diplomatic channels.3 -^3
The accomplishments of the Atlantic City Telecom­
munication Conference were largely dependent on the effec­
tive participation of the united States in first, the 
reorganizing of the Union and second, establishing a rela­
tionship between the Union and the United Nations.
The first required forming an Administrative Council, 
a change in the location of the former Berne Bureau and the 
offices of the Radio Committee, and additional financial 
arrangements. The second required persuasion among con­
ference delegations and negotiation with the United Nations. 
The United States advanced proposals for each of the above-
314Ibid., p. 70. 315Ibid., p. 101.
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mentioned items that were accepted after compromises by the 
conference.
The delegates from the United States for the High- 
frequency Broadcasting Conference were Charles Denny Jr., 
chairman, D. C. Adams, E. K. Jett, A. L. Macintosh, and 
Curtis B. Plummer from the Federal Communications Commission;
F. C. deWolf and John M. Begg, co-vice-chairmen, R. Burton,
H. G. Kelly, Roger Legge, H. B. Otterman, F. A. Rankin,
J. D. Tomlinson, F. A. Trail and F. H. Trimmer from the 
Department of State. There were also two secretaries and 
twenty-five consultants and technical experts from the 
government.316
Four committees were formed, and there was American 
representation on each. Many persons served on more than
one committee and subcommittee. The committees are as
follows;
Committee 11, credentials— there was one American;
Committee 12, engineering principles— A. G. Simson was
spokesman for four government members and six industry 
members;
Committee 13, frequency requirements and other technical 
matters— Jett was spokesman for six government members 
and nine industry members;
Committee 14, future conference planning— Rankin was 
spokesman for eight government members and five
industry m e m b e r s . 317
3l6jnternational Conference, p. 139.
317international Conference, pp. 155, 156. Committee 
responsibilities are listed briefly below.
11— Examined the credentials of representatives of
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This broadcasting conference was not as inclusive 
as originally planned nor did the conference convene at the 
originally scheduled time. The reason was because the other 
two conferences were still working on some knotty problems, 
the solutions of which were necessary for the discussion at 
this conference."^®
High frequency or short-wave broadcasting was still 
a comparatively new area, and the United States did not enter 
the field until 1942. The warring nations had used this 
part of the spectrum extensively for propaganda as these 
wave lengths were not subject to any controls. There was 
chaos now in the band of high frequencies, and all countries 
understood the need for a conference and regulation. There 
was more demand for the limited high frequency band than 
there were short waves available.319
Before any of the Atlantic City conferences began,
the governments attending the conference— Dixon.
12— Dealt with the preparation of engineering princi­
ples to serve as a basis for a frequency assignment plan— A. 
Simson, Burton, Fite, Plommer, Towne, deHart, Howard, Duttera, 
Veatch, Haggerty.
13— Dealt with technical matters not covered by Com­
mittee 12— Jett, Burton, Fite, Legge, McIntosh, Rankin, Towne, 
Chester, deHart, Howard, Miller, Petty, Russell, Siling, 
Veatch.
14— Formulated a program for carrying on future 
preparatory and conference work in the High Frequency Broad­
casting field— Rankin, Adams, Chappelear, Jett, Kelly, 
Otterman, Tomlinson, Trail, Chester, Miller, Petty, Russell, 
Siling.
318international Conference, p. 81.
H ^New York Times. August 17, 1947, p. 1.
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the United States had submitted proposals based on the 
assumption that a full-scale conference on high-frequency 
broadcasting would be held. Later this country submitted a 
revised set of proposals for a limited, exploratory con­
ference at Atlantic City as well as "detailed propagation 
studies with maps and graphs, showing the optimum working
frequency for a large number of the transmission paths
320throughout the world." The limited agenda was approved,
and it was decided to hold a full-scale conference at a 
later date*
The United States plan, or set of proposals, called 
for "frequency-sharing," and this suggestion was to serve as 
the basis for the conference. The smaller nations wanted a 
share of the short-in-supply short waves. The United States 
was willing to reduce the number of its transmitters used 
for short-wave broadcasting and accept fewer frequencies 
than she was then using. If the major powers would all do 
the same, share the high frequencies used for their broad­
casting, there could be "a fair and equitable" sharing.
The United States took a stand on eight of the ten 
items about engineering principles considered by Committee 
12. The bulk of the propagation data which had been 
furnished earlier by this country was adopted as a guide 
for the future High Frequency Broadcasting Conference. The
3^International conference, p. 88.
321New York Times, August 17, 1947, p. 1.
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other United States proposal had to do with the necessity of 
spacing 10 kc. between assigned frequencies. it was 
approved overwhelmingly. The other six matters either were 
defeated or were merely agreement with the proposals of other 
nations. Even so, the American delegation assumed "the 
leadership" and provided the detailed information which was 
"to serve as a basis for determining the frequency require­
ments of each country for the operation of its high fre- 
quency broadcasting stations. ^
As far back as the Washington Conference of 1927, 
the United States stood for the assignment of frequencies to
services or areas, not "to a given station independent of the
time of use." in Committee 13 discussions, some nations
wanted categories of broadcasting services established, 
e.g., national, colonial, external, and intercontinental, 
and priorities given to certain categories. The United 
States "vigorously opposed" the principle of priority. This 
country was able to effect a compromise at least.323
Part of the priorities quarrel was over the division 
of frequency space between maritime and fixed services. The 
United States led the factions composed of maritime nations. 
The non-maritime nations were led by Russia.33^
The United States proposed the creation of a com­
mittee to prepare a draft high frequency assignment plan in
322Ibid., p. 89. 323Ibid., pp. 89-103.
32% e w  York Times, August 22, 1947, p. 35.
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Committee 14 discussions. The full-scale High Frequency- 
Broadcasting Conference was to be held the following year 
in Mexico City. The Americans evaluated the task to be done 
and estimated the amount of time and personnel required to
prepare for the Mexico City c o n f e r e n c e . ^ 25
A discussion of the High-Frequency Broadcasting Con­
ference is not complete with relating just the technical 
sharing of this country. Another side is illustrated by the 
pungent comments of a delegate from the Department of State, 
Forney A. Rankin. He pointed out that the most important 
part in the development of international conferences, as far 
as the United States was concerned, was the preparation 
before the conference convened. Planning committees were 
made up of government officials and representatives of 
private interests. The latter included "message senders," 
such as communication companies, shipping companies, avia­
tion interest, amateurs, and others, but not the professional 
broadcasters.
The private interests have spent "tremendous sums of 
money in keeping personnel in Washington working continuously 
on these projects [and] in sending their representatives to 
conferences throughout the world." until just before the 
High Frequency Broadcasting Conference, "the American broad­
casters did not indicate a very serious interest" in
325ibid., p. 95.
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pre-conference p l a n n i n g . 326
He also said that the United States maintained the 
position that "a worldwide frequency assignment plan could 
be developed based upon technical considerations." This 
country was at fault for not taking a serious interest in 
the political implications and the political factors involved 
in high frequency assignment, said Rankin.
The Federal Communications Commission officials who 
have traditionally dominated the telecommunication con­
ferences insisted the conferences were not for "politicos" 
but were for technical experts. An example of this was 
that at conferences the United States would present fre­
quency demands which represented exactly what this country's 
needs and actions were at the time the demands were being 
submitted. Other countries, such as Russia and Germany, 
presented their demands as many times greater than their 
current needs. Therefore, those two nations were in a 
position to compromise, and to reach an agreement,
Rankin concluded by saying that the Commission was 
equipped with know-how but not political skills and 
both were needed for the United States for successful 
American participation at high frequency broadcasting con­
ferences .327
326porney A. Rankin, Who Gets the Air? The United 
States Broadcaster in World Affairs (Washington, D. C.: 
National Association of Broadcasters, 1949), p. 15.
327Ibid., p. 41.
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The limited gains of the Atlantic City High Fre­
quency Broadcasting Conference were largely dependent on the 
effective participation of the United States. This country's 
technical propagation data, suggestion of a 10 kc. spacing, 
and suggestions for the preparation of next year1s con­
ference were all well accepted. The Americans effected a 
compromise on frequency distribution because she objected so 
strongly to the systems of priorities.
The convention was signed by seventy-eight nations 
on October 3, 1947. The conference had lasted twenty weeks 
and was the last joint conference of its kind. The new 
agreements and the United Nations affiliation were to come 
into effect January 1, 1949.
This 1947 set of conferences did not include tele­
graph because the telegraph regulation changes were 
originally to be taken care of at a conference in Paris 
during the spring of 1948.^28 However, it was delayed until 
a separate International Administrative Conference was held 
in Paris. The Atlantic City agreement was to provide that 
all regulations, including telegraph and radio, were to be 
binding on all Union members unless specific reservations
o oo
New York Times, May 16, 1947, p. 5.
It was because of a United States suggestion at Mos­
cow that the telegraph conference was to be held in Paris. 
Great Britain had objected to all the conferences being held 
in the united States but she accepted the United States 
compromise of holding the telegraph and telephone confer­
ences in Paris and the others in the "new world."
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were made to the contrary. As an alternate the United 
States proposed that "every state party to the convention 
should be required to become a party to only one set of 
regulations."329
This country did not feel it could sign telegraph 
regulations for its private operating companies. The Ameri­
can proposal was defeated. The United States then made a 
reservation at the time of the signing of the convention and 
said she did not accept any obligation in respect to the
telegraph r e g u l a t i o n s .^30
Summary of Conference
The preliminary planning of the United States for 
this conference was extensive and showed in the technical 
proposals submitted to the conferences. The major achieve­
ments of the total conference were based on United States 
proposals so the extent of American participation was 
extensive.
The accomplishments of the conference in which the 
United States either initiated or played a major role can be 
summarized as follows:
The translating and reproducing costs were borne by 
the whole conference and not just the United States. Some 
internal regulations governing conference procedures, such
3^International Conference, p. 62.
330ibid.. p. 101.
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as opening conference meetings to the press, were put into 
practice. English was finally accepted equally with French, 
both orally and for documents. The United States helped 
keep Spain out of the Union and also helped set up future 
membership qualifications and voting requirements. The 
definition of delegation was re-worked by this country to 
include representation by private interests at conferences. 
The United States also had the conference agree that all 
meetings should be open to the public and the press.
The outstanding achievements of the Radio Confer­
ence, pressed by the United States, included a new Frequency 
Allocation Table, an International Frequency Registration 
List, and an International Frequency Registration Board. 
Other items initiated and approved by the conference 
included a change in the status of the Radio Committee and 
the Telegraph Committee, the use of high-frequencies for the 
maritime mobile service, practical elimination of spark 
transmitters and more stable use of 500 kc. for distress 
signals, a revision of operators' certificates, aeronautical 
regulations in the General Radio Regulations, and recom­
mendations about the Bureau.
The major accomplishments of the Telecommunication 
Conference included the establishment of an Administrative 
Council, a change in the location of the offices of the 
International Bureau and the Radio and Telegraph committees, 
as well as additional financial arrangements for the Union 
Secretariat. The second was forming a relationship with
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participation of non-governmentcil agencies at such special­
ized conferences to be settled at the 1932 conference. 'The 
United States was influential in keeping the 1927 Washington 
Table of Allocations untouched and also in protecting the 
status of amateurs.
The worldwide conference in 1932 was held in Madrid 
and was the first joint telegraph and radio conference. It 
was later called the first International Telecommunication 
Union Conference and the United States was an active parti­
cipant. American delegates were Eugene 0. Sykes, c. B. 
Jolliffe, Walter Lichenstein, Irwin Stewart, and William 
Friedman. Temporary solutions to the problems of voting and 
language were offered by the United States and accepted by 
the conference.
Although still an observer at the telegraph con­
ference, the United States was influential in having the 
status quo maintained on rates, in obtaining permission for 
the private companies to participate at conferences, and in 
arranging for the consulting telegraph and radio committees 
to be more consonantal.
The United States participated more at the radio 
conference than she had at the telegraph conference. She 
had a voice in each of the main radio issues. This country 
maintained the Washington Table of Allocations but allowed a 
minor change to recognize the fledgling air service. The 
United States kept the status quo on the determination of 
the appropriateness of certain frequencies for certain
361
services. She was successful in placing more restrictions 
on both spark transmitters and the frequency she wanted 
reserved for distress calls. The United States was instru­
mental in gaining acceptance for the regional agreements she 
had initiated in her own hemisphere. She was also active in 
encouraging more regional agreements in other parts of the 
world and was willing to work with Russia in the confer­
ences. The Americans gained a compromise on the membership 
requirements of the Radio Consulting Committee and on pro­
posed censorship curbs. She also kept the regulations for 
operating telegraph and radio companies in documents separate 
from the joint convention and the general regulations.
Two regional, technical, radio conferences were held 
in the interim between the first and second Union confer­
ences. It is not known what specific contributions were 
made by the Americans at the International Radio Consulting 
Committee conferences in 1934 and 1937. Members of the 
American delegation included L. A. Briggs, H. H. Buttner,
D. M. Crawford, J. H. Dellinger, F. C. deWolf, L. Espenschied,
G. C. Gross, S. C. Hooper, E. K. Jett, C. B. Jolliffe, J. J. 
Lamb, J. C. McNary, P. H. Pratt, K. B. Warner, and W. V. 
Whittington.
The second Union or joint telegraph and radio con­
ference was held in Cairo in 1938. Noteworthy members of 
the United States delegation included Wallace H. White Jr., 
William G. Butts, T. A. M. Craven, David M. Crawford, Gerald
C. Gross, Stanford C. Hooper, Ewell K. Jett, Richard D.
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Lunn, Joseph R. Redman, Edward M. Webster, and Marion H. 
Woodward.
An American was conference chairman of the Joint 
Committee on the Right to Vote, the committee which cleared 
some of the related problems through diplomatic channels 
prior to the conference. This country finally had part of 
the costs of translation and duplication paid for by the 
conference.
Sen. W. H. White jr. dominated the telegraph con­
ference, although he was there as an observer. The telegraph 
delegations generally represented the cable and telegraph 
interests and were planning an increase in rates. White 
represented the users of the services of the industry and 
convinced the telegraph conferees to maintain the status quo 
on rates.
The United States continued its leadership in helping 
solve technical problems at the radio conference. She intro­
duced proposals for a Frequency Tolerance Table which was 
accepted by the conference in its entirety. This country 
was able to place more restrictions on both spark trans­
mitters and the frequency for distress calls. She protected 
the status of amateurs, won support for Western Hemisphere 
conference agreements, and pushed for more regional agree­
ments elsewhere. The United States won recognition of her 
unique regulation of aerial radio, kept aeronautical rules 
in the General Radio Regulations, and effected a compromise 
on the scope of the Radio Consulting Committee.
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A regional conference in November of 1945, recog­
nized that the next Union conference needed a prior or 
planning conference. The suggestion was made that Russia 
should host either the planning or the full-scale meet and 
the United States should host the other.
Moscow was the setting for the Preliminary Conference 
in September of 1946. The five nations present were the 
"victors" of World War II and they agreed on agenda and some 
arrangements for the next Union conference. Noteworthy 
members of the American delegation were D. Adams, R. Burton, 
J. H. Dellinger, F. C. deWolf, C. J. Durr, J. D. Flashman,
D. R. MacQuivey, D. E. McKay, P. 0. Miles, E. Sibley, A. G.
Simson, E. E. Stone, W. E. Linaweaver, E. M. Webster, and 
M . H . Woodward.
The United States provided much of the impetus for
the study of two items to be cornsidered at the worldwide
Union conference the following year. They were the mechanics 
of the reorganization of the Union and the establishment of 
a Central Frequency Registration Board. She also helped 
settle some international frequency allocations and decided 
to participate more extensively in the telegraph conferences.
A brief broadcasting conference, held in Paris in 
1946, also worked on agenda for the next Union conference. 
American representatives were R. Burton, F. C. deWolf, J. N. 
Plakias, F. A. Rankin, A. G. Simson, and E. C. Stillman.
The United States and Great Britain had a difference 
of opinion at the United Nations about which nations should
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be issued invitations to the forthcoming conference. The 
United States was supported overwhelmingly in her decision 
not to invite Franco Spain.
The third Union or joint conference was held in 
Atlantic City in 1947 and was divided into three subject- 
matter conferences— radio, telecommunication, and high- 
frequency broadcasting. A signal achievement for this 
country was that the costs of the secretariat, including all 
the translating, reproduction, and distribution costs, were 
assumed by the whole conference. Another item which the 
Americans had long pushed, the acceptance of English on an 
absolute par with French, was accomplished at this confer­
ence .
This country helped set up future membership qualifi 
cations and voting requirements in such a way that she could 
include representation by private interests in her dele­
gations at conferences. The United States also obtained 
agreement from the conferees that all meetings should be 
open to the public. Noteworthy private interest representa­
tives included H. H. Buttner, C. B. Jolliffe, J. R. Redman, 
K. B. Warner, and L. E. Whittemore.
Radio delegates were Charles Denny Jr., Gordon L. 
Caswell, Francis c. deWolf, John H. Dellinger, Ewell K.
Jett, Donald E. McKay, Paul D. Miles, Harvey B. Otterman,
A. G. Simson, and Edward M. Webster. The radio conference 
was dominated by the Americans for at least two reasons, 
aside from the obvious one of being host. First, the
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American delegation had prepared long and carefully for the 
conference, and second, the conference was technical in 
nature, an American specialty.
The; United States presented proposals for a new 
Frequency Allocations Table an International Frequency 
Registration List, and an international Frequency Registra­
tion Board, all of which were accepted by the conference as 
presented. This country also had the conference approve 
desired changes in the consulting committees of telegraph 
and radio, in operators' certificates, and in the Bureau.
The Americans also achieved the virtual elimination of spark 
transmitters, the reservation of a special frequency solely 
for distress calls, the maintenance of the aeronautical 
regulations in the General Radio Regulations, and the 
reservation of the high-frequencies for the maritime mobile 
services.
Telecommunication delegates were Charles De;nny jr., 
David C. Adams, Spencer B. Akin, Francis l . Ankenbx-andt,
John S. Cross, J. H. Dellinger, F. C. deWolf, E. K. Jett, 
Helen G. Kelly, Arthur Lebel, D. E. McKay, H. B. Otterman,
R. A. Rankin, A. G. Simson, Lloyd H. Simson, E. E. Stone, 
John D. Tomlinson, Florence A. Trail, E. M. Webster, and 
W. V. Whittington.
This conference was also dominated by the United 
States because of her proposals for the reorganization of 
the Union and for establishing a relationship between the 
Union and the United Nations. Compromises were necessary
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but the proposals were adopted.
Delegates for the hi-frequency broadcasting con­
ference were Charles Denny Jr., D. C. Adams, John M. Begg,
R. Burton, F. C. deWolf, E. K. Jett, H. G. Kelly, Roger 
Legge, A. h . Macintosh, H. B. Otterman, Curtis B. Plummer,
F. A. Rankin, J. D. Tomlinson, F. A. Trail, and F. H. Trimmer.
This conference was largely technical and relied on 
the United States technical proposals about propagation data 
and the spacing between assigned frequencies. Because of 
unforeseen delays occasioned by difficulties experienced at 
the radio and telecommunication conferences, this country 
suggested a limited agenda for the present Atlantic City 
conference and a full-scale high-frequency broadcasting 
conference to be held the next year. All these American 
proposals and suggestions, the basis for the present con­
ference, were accepted. One other matter was considered, 
priorities for certain kinds of broadcasting services. The 
United States opposed the item entirely and she was able to 
effect a compromise.
The Atlantic City conferences phased out the tele­
graph and radio joint conferences and made arrangements for 
the Union to become a specialized agency of the united 
Nations on January 1, 1949.
Chapter 5
WESTERN HEMISPHERE CONFERENCES 
Background and Orientation
The Western Hemisphere is considered separately as a 
chapter because most of the hemisphere was not in the same 
stream of development as the United States which was 
oriented toward Europe. The United States, Europe, and 
later, parts of Asia, were technological partners in the 
growing sophistication of electrical communication equipment 
and in the cooperation through conferences that were needed 
for its successful use.
The nations of this hemisphere include the United 
States, Canada, and all the Latin countries of North America, 
Central America, and South America. Telegraph and radio 
development in Canada proceeded in a more modest way than in 
the United States but similarly and alongside. The situa­
tion of the Latin Americas was different from that of Canada 
or the United States. Technologically, geographically, and 
commercially, the Latin-American parts of the Western Hemi­
sphere were isolated to some degree from the area of the 
world making efficient use of electrical communication.
This chapter will trace the development of the
367
368
Latin Americas and Canada, as related to the United States 
by electrical communication, in the regional or Western 
Hemisphere agreements. The reader may recall that the 
landings of submarine cables, the placing of telegraph facil­
ities, and the erection of radio transmission stations, when 
used to connect nations, all required agreement of foreign 
governments for their accomplishments.
Much of the electrical communication development to 
the south of the United States was dependent upon the tech­
nical advances and the capital of the United States and 
Europe. The need for cooperation to obtain maximum use of 
the air did not come to the Central and South American 
nations until after the machinery of cooperation had been 
well organized by other parts of the world. Because of the 
proximity of the northernmost Spanish-speaking nation in the 
Western Hemisphere, Mexico, to the United States, these two 
countries learned early that radio waves are no respecter of 
a mutual national boundary.
Another mutual national boundary was to the north of 
the United States. There had been telegraph relations 
between Canada and the United States since the first try at 
laying a submarine cable by Cyrus Field in 1857. An impor­
tant telegraph connection between this country and Canada 
was made in 1884 by The Commercial Cable Company, a partner­
ship owned solely by United States citizens. Co-owners 
John W. Mackay and James G. Bennett laid their first cable 
between Nova Scotia, Canada, and Ireland with extensions to
the United States. This seems to have been the first tele­
graph connection north from the United States wholly-owned
1
by a United States private company.
The first Western Hemisphere telegraph connection 
from the United States south was made in 1865 when a private 
United States company was organized to lay a submarine cable 
of the International Telegraph Company, between Punta Rassa, 
Florida, and Havana, Cuba. The connection was made in 1866 
under the leadership of James A. Scrymser. That same year 
Scrymser was granted a concession by the United States 
government that "provided for the future of cable relations 
with South America."^ Soon after the cable was laid, 
Scrymser withdrew from the Florida-Cuba enterprise, and the 
company came under the control of Jay Gould and later that 
company was leased under a long-term arrangement to Western 
Union Telegraph Company.
Scrymser organized the Mexican Telegraph Company in 
1878 and the Central and South American Telegraph Company in 
1882. These companies constructed lines in the Latin 
Americas that were eventually coupled to form a long series 
of cables arranged like a chain to connect the United States
Harden Pratt and John K. Roosevelt, "Developments 
in the field of cable and radio telegraph communications," 
Electrical Communications, XXII (April, 1944), 147.
^Keith Clark, International Communications (New York 
Columbia University Press, 1931), p. 151.
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with its neighbors to the south.^
In 1897 a contract was signed between the Mexican 
government and two private companies, the Mexican Telegraph 
Company and the Western Union Telegraph Company, both owned 
by United States citizens.4
The overall organization of cooperation between the 
United States and the Latin Americas in this hemisphere was 
the Pan American Union, later called the international Union 
of American Republics, and it held periodic congresses or 
conferences. The first related meeting which mentioned the 
topic of communications was that of the governing board of 
its permanent secretariat, the International Bureau of the 
American Republics.
The Bolivian minister to the United States, Sr. D. 
Joaquin Bernardo Calvo, said at that meeting in 1906, his 
government understood the importance of facilitating "the 
means of communication. He said democratic doctrines and 
tendencies "establish the well-recognized principles of free 
communication.
3pratt and Roosevelt, "Cable and radio," p. 147.
4A copy of the contract was found in the private 
papers of Henry P. Fletcher, dated November 15, 1897.
He was later an ambassador to Mexico and a delegate to a 
conference in Santiago, Chile, although he was only twenty- 
four years old in 1897.
U. S., Congress, House, Third Pan-American Confer­
ence: minutes of the governing board of April 4, 1906.
House Doc., vol. 87, 59th Cong., 1st sess., 1906, pp. 1018, 
1019.
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The subject under discussion was not communication 
systems as we ordinarily think of them today but navigation 
of waterways. However, such expressed sentiments laid the 
groundwork for later cooperation in cable, telegraphy, and 
radio.^
The first Western Hemisphere convention on electri­
cal communication this writer found was part of a Central 
American Peace Conference which was held in Washington and 
concluded on December 20, 1907. Neither the United States 
nor Mexico signed although both were there by invH ation and 
"were present at all deliberations."' The United States 
observer was William I. Buchanan, Department of State.
The last of the nine articles of the Peace Confer­
ence convention said,
The contracting governments, moreover, pledge them­
selves to make the necessary arrangements to establish 
and improve the means of communication between the 
several Republics, such as lines of steamboats, sub­
marine cables, telegraph lines, wireless stations,
^The above-mentioned 1906 meeting was held at the 
Department of State's diplomatic reception room in Washing­
ton and called to order by the assistant Secretary of State. 
The director of the American Republics Bureau was i united 
States citizen, William C. Fox. The first Pan-Ame::ican Con­
ference was held in Washington from October 2, 1889, to 
April 19, 1890. The second was held in Mexico City from 
October 22, 1901, to January 22, 1902. The third was held 
in Rio de Janeiro from July 28 to August 26, 1906. The 
fourth was in Buenos Aires from July 12 to August 20, 1910.
7
William M. Malloy, Treaties, Conventions, Inter­
national Acts, Protocols and Agreements between the United 
States and Other Powers, 1776-1909, Vol. II (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1910), p. 2419.
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telephones, and everything that may tend to cement 
their mutual relations.
The; existing agreements concerning cable, tele­
graph . . . services, shall continue in force so 
long as the interested Governments deem it conven­
ient.8
A comment made by Columbia University law professor, 
John Bassett Moore, delegate to the fourth Pan-American Con­
ference in 1910, reveals how little that conference was like 
the give-and-take at communication conferences held in 
Europe. He said,
All topics of a contentious character were care­
fully excluded from the program as prepared by the 
Secretary of State and the ministers from the Latin- 
American republics. . . .  Neither on the floor of the 
assembly nor in the committee rooms was an attempt made 
to disturb the harmony of procedure thus encouraged.
. . . Pet theories were not ventilated, individual 
grievances were not expatiated upon, nor were mercurial 
tempements aroused or national susceptibilities 
ruffled.8
All was not so quiet behind the scenes, particularly 
in Washington. Prior to August 9, 1915, the third assistant 
Secretary of State, Breckinridge Long, sent a letter to the 
Solicitor's Office which said among other things, "The 
Department believes the time propitious to point out the 
great desirability of such countries controlling their own
®Tbid.
^J. B. Moore, undated memoranda titled, "4th Inter­
national Conference." In Moore's private papers there was a 
reprint from an article written by Dr. William R. Shepherd, 
from the Columbia University Quarterly, June, 1911, titled, 
"The Pan-Anerican Conference at Buenos Ayres" that had the 
exact quotation above in it.
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radio stations completely and perfectly."'1'®
The Solicitor's Office then wrote to Long the 
following:
Now I think this is not just what we desire in the 
case of a number of Central and South American countries. 
The statement quoted would exclude American [United 
States] ownership or control of radio stations in the 
Central and South American countries— which control is 
a thing "devoutly to be wished," especially in all that 
region around about the Canal.
I suppose you are aiming at heading off the owner­
ship or control of radio stations in Central and South 
America by European or Asiatic countries or concerns.H
A few weeks later, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, acting 
Secretary of Navy, wrote to the Secretary of State about 
Latin American radio stations. He said:
The United States sphere: of interest extends to 
all countries of Central and South America and par­
ticularly to such countries that border on the 
Caribbean Sea, both on the continent and in the 
Islands of the West Indies, and such countries might, 
in their absence and lack o j : the expert technical 
advice and personnel necessary, welcome the oppor­
tunity of turning over the control of their radio 
stations to officials of our government, or at least 
would be willing to enter into agreements by which 
the United States might be permitted to build, 
control, administer and operate such radio stations 
in territory of those countries that it might deem 
advisable to erect.
The undeniable advantages of our government in 
controlling and operating a chain of radio stations 
in countries bordering on the Caribbean Sea, par­
ticularly in time of war, cannot be denied, and 
considering the very favorable and amicable relations
Letter from Office of Solicitor, Department of 
State (name not noted), to B. Long, third assistant Secre­
tary of State. Dated August 9, 1915. Latin-American 
Affairs— Communications, Department of State files. U. S. 
Archives.
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now existing, it is believed that the present time 
is propitious for bringing this matter to the 
attention of the countries concerned.^
The next month a communication went out to the 
"Diplomatic officers of the United States accredited to 
Latin American governments" from the Secretary of State. 
Part of the letter about radio follows:
In view of the influence which radio-communication 
will increasingly exert upon the relations between the 
countries of this hemispheres, the Department of State 
has long been interested in the development of the 
wireless telegraph . . . systems in Latin-American 
countries, whether conducted by Government operation 
or private enterprise.
It is a matter of public knowledge that in certain 
Central and South American countries there are radio­
stations, of both high and medium power, which have 
been erected by European capital and which are, to 
some extent, if not entirely, operated and controlled 
by European companies. The Department therefore 
believes it to be to the mucual advantage of the 
American Governments, and the moment opportune, to 
call to their attention the complications with which 
the present situation is fraught, should unwarranted 
use of such radio-stations be cited as an alleged 
violation of neutrality, and the importance which 
this Government attaches to the effort that the owner­
ship and control of radio-communication shall not pass 
beyond this hemisphere and into European or Asiatic 
hands. I-3
A confidential postscript was added which included:
In reporting, in triplicate, regarding your repre­
sentations in this regard and the attitude of the 
Government toward the polic/ outlined, you will add 
the results of your discreet inquiry regarding the
•^Franklin D. Roosevelt. Letter to Secretary of 
State. Dated September 24, 1915. Latin-American Affairs: 
communications. Department of State files, ul s"I Archives.
l3Letter from Department of State (name not noted) 
to the Diplomatic Officers. Dated October 13, 1915. Latin- 
American Affairs— communications. Department of State files, 
u. S. Archives.
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wireless stations now in operation in the country 
of your residence, those under construction, those 
proposed to be constructed, and the nationality of 
those owning, controlling and operating them; 
bearing in mind that the erection of radio-stations 
in such countries by American capital and with 
Americsm apparatus might lead to an agreement by which 
such stations could be used in communicating with the 
United States shore and ship stations.14
The: second Pan-American Scientific Conference was 
held in Washington from December 27, 1915, to January 8,
1916. An "informal conference on communications was held in 
conjunction with it. Judge George Gray was the United 
States delegate and Frank L. Polk from the Department of 
State gave the opening speech.
The plan presented to the eighteen delegates attend­
ing was to establish a complete system of radiotelegraph 
communication between the United States and the other 
countries of the Western Hemisphere. The proposal had been 
worked out by this country's naval experts.^ No specific 
communications agreement was signed and this seems to have 
been the first organized attempt to regulate radio activi­
ties on a regional basis in the Western Hemisphere.
After the last letter qaoted but before the "informal 
conference," the United States learned that the Federal
14Ibid.
15Second Pan-American Scientific Congress," Pan 
American Union Bulletin (December, 1915, and January, 1916), 
pp. 757-97 and pp. 1-30; and undated, untitled memorandum, 
op. c i t ., of U. S. Archives.
^S e w  York Times, January 30, 1916, sect. I, p. 18. 
The newspaper referred to this special meeting as the "Pan- 
American Radio Conference."
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Telegraph Company had obtained a grant from Argentina to 
erect and install wireless apparatus there.1'’ The same 
United States company had also applied to Brazil for per­
mission to erect and install similar equipment there, but the 
grant had been held up because the Marconi Wireless Tele­
graph Company of England had applied first. Great Britain
had a long-term monopoly with Brazil for coverage of certain
1Rparts of the country.
There had been friction for many years between the
American Scrymser-owned company and the competing British-
owned system. Finally in 1917 ihere was "the culmination of
48 years of untiring labor by Mr. Scrymser, ably supported
by the American secretaries of state, from Mr. Seward to
Mr. Lansing; the Brazilian Supreme Court declared the
Brazilian monopoly broken." Similar monopolies were broken
19in other Latin-American countries.
At a United States interdepartmental committee 
meeting on communications in 1920, a policy decision was
■^The Federal Telegraph Company, founded in 1909, was 
owned by the same Scrymser as mentioned earlier. The com­
pany used radio for commercial purposes and also collabo­
rated with the United States Navy in setting up and using 
both land and marine radio stations. (Pratt and Roosevelt, 
"Cable and Radio," pp. 150-53.)
1®Robert Lansing, Secretary of State, Letter to 
Secretary of Navy. Dated October 16, 1915, Latin-American 
Affairs— communications. Department of State. U. S.
Archives.
19Clark, Communications, pp. 151, 152, quoting A 
Half Century of Cable Service to the Three Americas (New 
York: All America Cables, 1928).
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recommended "upon motion without dissent:
1. To support any and every effort to secure 
immediately additional facilities for cable communica­
tion with Latin America, and especially facilities 
under control of purely American cable companies, and
2. To draw attention to the various Latin American 
countries to the desirability of improving international 
telegraph communication facilities within their terri­
tory, and
3. To draw the attention of the American financial 
interests to the desirability of furnishing all neces­
sary support to the Latin-American countries for the 
purposes mentioned in the immediately preceding para­
graph [the preceding #2].
20Those present included Adm. Bullard and Walter F. Rogers.
Two important events happened immediately after 
World War I which set the stage for future communication 
developments in the Western Hemisphere. One was that the 
Allies issued a Radio Protocol of 1919 which was followed by 
a Preliminary Conference. The conference opened in Washing­
ton in October of 1920, continued the next year in Washing­
ton and part of it was carried over to Paris in 1921.
During the Preliminary Conference, its chairman Norman Davis, 
noted, "It is proposed to open the World Wide International 
Conference on Electrical Communications in Washington on 
November 15, 1920.
The nations of the Western Hemisphere would have
o n
^Unsigned memorandum, "Committee on Communications." 
Dated October 5, 1920. Norman Davis private papers.
^Bainbridge Colby, Department of State, Letter to 
Secretary of Commerce. Dated July 23, 1920. Correspon­
dence file. N. Davis, private papers.
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been included in the World Wide Conference but this con­
ference was never called. The Preliminary Conference was 
never definitively concluded; thus, the proposed World Wide 
Conference never convened. Whatever electrical communication 
problems the Western Hemisphere nations had, the solutions 
had to be sought amongst themselves, as a region, and not at 
a world conference. The preliminary conference partici­
pants were the Allies only and not representatives of the 
world community of nations.
The other decisive event after World War I was the 
formation of the Radio Corporation of America on November 
20, 1919, and that helped make possible the Consortium of 
1921. The Radio Corporation of America was created as a 
"unique, corporate enterprise, 'put together from the top' 
by Owen D. Young, the General Electric vice-president."22 
The new company "took over the operation of American 
Marconi's assets."22 "The American government made no overt 
move actually to expropriate British Marconi's American 
holdings . . . but it was made plain that British Marconi's 
position in the United States was untenable."24
"Members of the Navy Department instigated the 
founding of the Radio Corporation of America, and, in co­
operation with the Department of State and the Department of
22Sydney W. Head, Broadcasting in America (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Co., 1956), p. 113.
23Ibid. 24lbid.. p. 112.
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Commerce, made possible the existence of the Radio Corpora­
tion under the tremendous worldwide competition of com-
oc
mumcation i n t e r e s t s . T h e  Navy was interested because it 
had its own chain of radio stations which could be "used for 
commercial traffic only in case of need under abnormal con­
ditions. " 2®
The Navy Department must have seen the need of a 
private company to handle the commercial traffic, especially 
in Central and South America where the department and the 
Scrymser enterprises had collaborated. The competition of 
national communication interests was evident from the third 
point of the interdepartmental policy recommendation and the 
fact that the Radio Corporation of America was formed.
The Radio Corporation of America and the British 
Marconi Company tried to agree upon a plan of joint develop­
ment of South America and formed a company called the South 
American Radio Corporation. The two industries failed to 
work together and, in the meantime, the French and Germans 
were getting valuable concessions in that area.27
Navy officer S. C. Hooper write, "When it became
25g. S., Department of Commerce, Report of Federal 
Trade Commission on the Radio Industry for 1923 (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1924), pp. 15, 16.
26Ibid.
27james M. Herring and Gerald C. Gross, Telecommuni­
cations : Economics and Regulation (New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Co., 1936), p. 82.
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apparent that there would be only enough business for one 
radio communications company operating in the South American 
field, the Radio Corporation of America suggested that the 
United States, England, France, and Germany pool their 
interests so that each might get a share. Cut-throat com­
petition in the South American sector was therefore prevented, 
and the leading companies of the nations mentioned formed 
what is known as the A. E. F. G. Consortium. Each member 
has a financial interest in the national radio companies now
O O
operating in Argentina, Brazil and Chile."
A more complete explanation is offered by another 
source. Its co-authors said the four countries were brought 
together by four reasons. They were the realization of how 
expensive duplication of facilities would be, how meager 
business might be, how few suitable wave-lengths were avail­
able, and how national feeling might run too high for success­
ful competition. The four parties "granted all their 
external wireless communication rights in the South American 
republics to a board of trustees, known as the Commercial 
Radio International Committee, or the A. E. F. G. Con­
sortium. 1,28
Owen D. Young represented both the United States and 
the Radio Corporation of America at the first Consortium 
meeting in Paris in 1921. He was assisted by Edward J.
28S. C. Hooper. Brief article on "Consortium."
Dated June 30, no year. Private papers.
29nerring and Gross, Telecommunications, p. 83.
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Nally, Radio Corporation of America president and formerly
the vice-president of American Marconi, and John W. Ellwood,
secretary of the same company. Young pointed out that the
development of wireless had been international and that the
United States had done more than the rest of the world to
make wireless-telegraphy an effective international agency
for the blessing of mankind. He maneuvered to have an
international trust agreement set up with two trustees to
represent each of the four national groups and a ninth person
to be chairman of the governing body. The chairman was to
be neutral and an eminent American who had no relation to
the wireless industry. He would have a power of veto over
30any vote that seemed to him unfair to the minority.
The New York Times commented that the Corsortium was 
an attempt to put radio on a sound commercial basis and that 
the four governments would back the organization. The news­
paper pointed out that the former expensive duplication of 
equipment had been a "great waste," but now such improvi­
dence would be avoided and that money and energy could be 
spent on development and research.^^
■^Gleason L. Archer, History of Radio to 1926 (New 
York: The American Historical Society; printed by American
Book-Stratford Press, Inc., 1938), Chapter 14. Also, U. S., 
Congress, House, Committee on the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, To regulate radio communication, hearings, HR 
5589, 69th Cong., 1st sess., House Report on Public Bills
II, Report 404.
~^New York Times, October 1, 1921, p. 1. Also,
Unidentified newspaper clipping, dated October 1, 1921.
Hooper 1s private papers.
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The agreement was concluded by the Consortium mem-
32bers on October 16, 1921. Patents were exchanged and 
Thomas N. Perkins of the United States was appointed as 
chairman of the governing board. He said, "We wish to pro­
vide the cheapest possible form of general private communi­
cation. " He added that there was no wish to compete with
33cable facilities.
The first announcement of action by the four com­
panies was not long in coming.3*^ They pooled plans and were
O C
to erect a single station with its base m  A r g e n t i n a . T h e  
Argentinian station would be able to receive and transmit 
simultaneously with London, Berlin, Paris and New York. The 
announcement also said there might even be a connection with 
Brazil.36
The Consortium executed a second or supplementary 
agreement a year after its first agreement. '
The United States supported the Radio Corporation of 
America to some extent as can be seen by excerpts from the
33New York Times, October 16, 1921, p. 20.
33New York Times, March 24, 1922, p. 17.
^^The four companies were: Radio Corporation of
America, Marconi Wireless, Ltd., Compagnie de Telegraphie 
Sans Fil, and Telefunken.
35New York Times, March 24, 1922, p. 17.
3%[ew York Times, May 5, 1922, p. 28.
-^Memorandum dated October 3, 1922. Latin-American 
Affairs— communications. Department of State, U. S.
Archives.
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following letters. The Secretary of State wrote to both the 
secretaries of Commerce and Navy, asking each about the 
possibility of lending a modicum of support to the American
op
company in the Consortium.
The Secretary of Commerce answered, "I am of the 
opinion that the Radio Corporation should receive the assis­
tance of this government in connection with the AEFG trustee­
ship. "39 The Department of Navy said, "Under certain con­
ditions, it may be possible to lend a limited support to the 
Radio Corporation of America in the AEFG trusteeship, having 
due regard to the desirability of assisting and protecting 
bona fide American interests that may develop in the 
future."40
The Consortium showed the interest outside of the 
Western Hemisphere in this hemisphere's electrical communi­
cation. The Consortium and the Pan American Union were 
organizations quite different from each other and without a 
tangible relationship with the International Telegraph Union. 
They are worth mentioning because each was a viable medium 
which affected United States telegraph and radio policy and 
International Telegraph Union decisions. There were five
3®Letter from Department of State to Department of 
Commerce and Department of Navy. Dated December 19, 1923, 
Latin-American Affairs— communications, Department of State. 
U. S. Archives.
^^Letter from Department of Commerce to Department 
of State. Dated December 26, 1923, Latin-American Affairs—  
communications, Department of State, u. S. Archives.
4®Letter from Secretary of Navy to Secretary of 
State. Dated April 2, 1924, Latin-American Affairs— com­
munications , Department of State. U. S. Archives.
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Western Hemisphere conferences in the 1920s, five in the 
1930s, and four in the 1940s which will be discussed in the 
forthcoming chapter.
Conferences of the Twenties
The age of electrical communications had really- 
begun for the Latin Americas by the 1920s with the help of 
the United States. Five regional, Western Hemisphere, con­
ferences were held during this decade. The Fifth Pan- 
American Conference was the first such congress to include 
electrical communication as one of the main items on its 
agenda. The meeting was held in Santiago, Chile, from 
March 25 tc May 3, 1923, with eight delegates from the 
United Stat.es, six technical assistants, three secretaries 
and three on the staff.
The; delegates included financier Henry P. Fletcher, 
chairman of the delegation and vice-president of the con­
ference, Department of State; William E. Fowler; Sen. Frank 
B. Kellogg from Minnesota; Frank C. Partridge; Sen. Atles 
Pomerene from Ohio; Dr. Leo S. Rowe; Willard Saulsbury, 
formerly Senator from Delaware; and Dr. George E. Vincent. 
The technical assistants were R. H. Ackerman, E. G. Feeley, 
and Dr. G. A. Sherwell, all from the Department of Commerce; 
Maj. F. E. McCammon, Army; Dr. J. D. Long, Public Health 
Service; and Capt. W. R. Sayles, Navy, who left after a few
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days because of illness.4^
The eight working committees and united States par­
ticipation on them was as follows: (1) political— 3,
including Fletcher who was chairman of the subcommittee on 
credentials; (2) health— 2; (3) communications— 6, including
Ackerman, Fowler, Kellogg, Saulsbury, Feeley, and Sherwell; 
(4) commerce— 5, including Fowler as reporter; (6) agri­
culture— 2; (7) limitation of arms— 4; and (8) education—
Fletcher was early appointed chairman of the delega­
tion as he received a telegram on January 6, 1923, from 
Dr. Rowe congratulating him upon his appointment.42 instruc­
tions were given to the delegates on February 14 and they 
had "the President's full power, and he authorized the 
delegation jointly and severally to negotiate, conclude and 
sign the international acts adopted by the conference."^ 
Prior to the conference, the head of the Chilean delegation 
asked Fletcher to give a speech in reply to the speech which 
the President of Chile was to give at the opening of the
4^U. S., Department of State, Report of Delegates of 
United States to Fifth International fsicl Conference of 
American States (Washington: Government Printing Office,
1924), p. 63.
42Ibid.
42L. S. Rowe, Telegram to Henry P. Fletcher. Dated 
January 6, 1923. Fletcher's private papers.
44Acting Secretary of State (name not noted). Paper 
dated February 14, 1923. Fletcher's private papers.
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conference. Fletcher, reporting his answer, said, "Believing 
it would be well to establish the precedent that the Chief 
of the Delegation of the country in which the conference 
last met should reply to the opening speech at such a con­
ference, I agree. "4^
Fletcher continued by saying that the same Chilean, 
a Mr. Edwards, assured the chairman of the American delega­
tion of his government's desire to cooperate with the United 
States. He quoted the Chilean as saying that nothing would 
be done which might "embarrass us [the United States] in any 
way." The Chileans remained cooperative. The American 
mentioned that the inclusion of Canada in the Pan American 
Union would embarrass his country, and the Chilean eliminated 
the matter from the conference discussions. Fletcher said 
Canada was never mentioned and, in his informal talks with 
other delegates, he found no sentiment in favor of Canada's 
inclusion.
An informal committee was formed with the head of 
each delegation as its members. It helped to set priorities 
and to expedite matters of mutual importance. In that com­
mittee Fletcher suggested that all conference-addressed 
communications which came from "unofficial parties" should 
be referred automatically to the delegation of the country 
in which they originated. The committee agreed that unless
4 ^Henry P. Fletcher. Undated memorandum addressed 
to "Mr. Secretary," marked "Confidential," Private papers.
46 [bid.
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the "home" delegation introduced the communication, the 
conference would not consider them. Fletcher said tele­
grams had been received from unofficial bodies in Porto 
Rico, Santo Domingo, and Haiti, "the public consideration 
and discussion of which by the Conference might have proved 
harmful to the interests of the United States." He concluded 
with "the operation of this rule operated to avoid embar­
rassment to us as well as to other delegations at the 
Conference.1,47 The United States chairman was protecting 
the interests of his country as he saw them.
Language was a problem because the Spanish-speaking 
delegations prepared their proposals and "ponentes" only in
AQ
Spanish and did not have extra copies for the use of any 
other delegation. In contrast, United States delegation 
prepared reports in both English and Spanish and then dis­
tributed copies to those interested. Consequently much time 
was lost at this conference by all delegations waiting for 
copies and translations of documents, reports, and remarks 
to be made.
47Ibid.
4®"Ponente" was a word frequently used at Spanish­
speaking conferences. It refers to a way of doing things 
in the principal parliaments of the world. When a ponente 
is submitted to the study of a committee, it elucidates the 
subject, points out its essence, outlines the work pre­
viously done on the topic, its present status, what still 
must be done and "it lays down the precise condition which 
serves as a basis for discussion." The French term is 
"rapporteur," and there is no English equivalent. This was 
condensed from a lengthy explanation in Fletcher's private 
papers, no date, no heading, no signature.
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The committee on communications recommended two 
items and the conference approved them. One had to do with 
the setting of rates for the use of submarine cables and the 
other declared telegraphic transmission of official corre­
spondence should be free. "The United States delegation 
withheld its vote with respect to these recommendations, in 
view of the fact that telegraph lines and submarine cables 
in the United States are private property. Many of the 
telegraph lines and submarine cables in Central and South 
America were not owned by the government of the country in 
which they operated, although they were government-owned.
There were four general principles which the communi­
cations committee suggested should be followed in the 
regulation of electrical communications. They were as 
follows.
I. International electrical communications are 
intrinsically a public utility, and therefore should 
be under the supervision of the Governments concerned.
II. Internal electrical communications, in so far 
as they affect or form part of international communica­
tions, should be under Government supervision.
III. In exercising such supervision, the Govern­
ments should be guided by the principle of maximum 
efficiency in communications.
IV. Electrical communications for the use of the 
public, either national or international, should be open 
to all alike without discrimination of any kind.50
U. S., Department of State, Report of American 
Delegation on the Fifth International Conference of American 
States (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1924), p.
16.
^ Ibid., p. 15; also Resolution 41, p. 172.
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The same committee on communications, "upon the 
initiative of the delegation of the United States," approved 
a recommendation that an Inter-American Committee on Elec­
trical Communications be established. The conference adopted 
the suggestion that such a technical committee be formed
under the sponsorship of the Pan American union to study the
siabove-stated principles. ^
Mexico City was chosen as the site of the Inter- 
American Committee on Electrical Communications.33 
conference was held from May 2? to July 22, 1924, with 
representatives from fifteen nations. United States dele­
gates included Allen H. Babcock, vice-chairman of the 
conference; Sen. Wallace H. White Jr., and Charles B. Warren, 
chairman of the American delegation.33 Technical assistants
51Ibid.
33The time and place for the newly-created communica­
tion committee were decided at a meeting of the Union 
governing board. In October of 1923, the board meeting was 
held in Washington; Mexico was mentioned as a possible site. 
The Venezualan Minister to the United States objected vio­
lently. He said Mexico was "a land of bandits and general 
lawlessness." The governing board had the remarks stricken 
from its records. (New York Times, October 6, 1923, p. 6.)
53U. S., Department of State, Report of the Delega­
tion of the United States to the Inter-American Committee on 
Electrical Communications (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1927), p. 4.
Warren was a lawyer, Detroit business executive, and 
American ambassador to Mexico. Because of prior engagements 
Warren was able to attend only the first two conference 
sessions and no discussions. Babcock was an electrical 
engineer and became acting chairman during Warren's absence. 
White was a veteran international communication conference 
participant.
390
were Louis B. Bender, Donald C. Bingham, L. L. Lee, Joseph 
0. Mauborgne, P. E. D. Nagle, Alfred H. Tawresey, William 
Roy Vallance, and Frederick A. Z e u s l e r . ^ 4
As the conference opened the New York Times reported 
"the American delegation is the only delegation which seems 
to have arrived ready to work seriously. The United 
States submitted a draft radio convention which was similar 
to that later proposed at the Washington Conference. In 
light of subsequent developments, it can be seen that the 
conference did not adopt it.5^
The majority report of the committee on legislation 
drew opposition from the United States and the objections 
dominated the whole conference. The report stated that one 
convention should be drawn up to contain uniform rules for 
all forms of electrical communications. The minority 
report^ voted that various conventions be prepared. The 
United States delegates explained they had "clear and 
unmistakable instructions" from their government about the
54j.bid.
^ New York Times, May 28, 1924, p. 6.
Irwin Stewart, "The Inter-American Committee on 
Electrical Communications," Air Law Review, VII (October, 
1936), 354.
^united States, Argentina and Panama were members of 
the minority. Argentina voted with the United States because 
a "provision for a single convention would mean in effect the 
exclusion of the delegation from the United States" from the 
conference. (Irwin Stewart, "Inter-American Committee on 
Electrical Communications," Air Law Review. VII (October, 
1936), 351-86.)
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"explicit purpose" and scope of meeting. They said there 
was "a very radical change, a complete departure from the 
original program." The departure was from the 1923 con­
ference in Santiago that
recognized that conventions should be proposed dealing 
with the several means of electrical communication.
. . . In a publication purporting to contain extracts 
of the proceedings of that conference the word 'conven­
tion' was used whereas in the official record the 
plural conventions was e m p l o y e d . 58
The president of the conference submitted the ques­
tion to the director of the Union who said, "the official 
minutes say plural, that is, the committee will prepare con­
ventions on electrical communications.9
The American delegation held "to the view that the 
present proposal of a single convention is not only in con­
flict with the letter and spirit of the Santiago resolution, 
but also in violation of the acceptance of the report made 
on this point by the U n i o n . "^0
The committee went ahead working on a single conven­
tion which "was adapted largely to the regulation of govern­
ment-owned systems of communication, dealt arbitralily with 
questions of rates, and provided for establishing an Inter- 
American Communications Union with extensive powers of
58Report of American Delegation, pp. 7, 8.
^9The director of the Pan American Union was Dr. Leo
S. Rowe who had been a delegate to the 1923 Santiago Con­
ference from the United States.
60Ibid.
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control and regulation over communication facilities.
The Brazilians insisted the united States delegation 
sign the three parts of the all-encompassing convention.
There was continuous friction between the two delegations.
The exchange of views between them became so heated, it 
almost led to blows. The United States delegation withdrew 
and wired the State Department for i n s t r u c t i o n s .^2
A Mexican delegate, Senor E. Ortiz, denied there had 
been a "clash" between the two delegations and said there 
had been only a "good-natured technical discussion' about 
the form and numbers of conventions to be drawn up. He also 
said the United States delegation never left the ccnference 
in disgust.^3 one commentator said, "The differences between 
the United States delegation . . . and the other delega­
tion . . . became so pronounced that the former withdrew 
from all subcommittee sessions and confined its foa mal 
efforts to participation in the meetings of the fuJ1 com­
mittee" [the full conference]*
Mexico proposed, "The American governments which did 
not already have the necessary regulations should ; dopt 
legislation to place the service of electric communication
New York Times, June 21, 1924, p. 4.
^% e w  York Times. July 3, 1924, p. 8.
6^Stewart, "Electrical Communications,"p. 369.
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under direct supervision of governmental authority."^
Acting chairman Babcock said the issue, as developed 
at this conference, was fundamental. It was "the extension 
of electric communications by Government ownership versus 
the development of such communications under private owner­
ship and management." He pointed out there were basic 
principles in the Constitution to which the United States 
must adhere. They are the foundation of this country's 
national and international policies.
He said the United States recognizes the right of 
every government to determine its own policy about its 
ownership and operation of electrical communications. The 
comprehensive communications system of the United States 
was developed on the principle of private ownership and 
management, subject to just and reasonable governmental 
supervision.
The United States is not in accord with any policy 
which fixes arbitrary rates or prescribes the bases 
therefor, without the consideration of the effect of 
such rates on the services to be performed by such 
facilities.
On matters relating to technical requirements, 
traffic regulations, operating methods and procedure, 
and other matters pertaining to details of management, 
private enterprises should have the right to make 
suitable arrangements with governments, and others; 
provided that such arrangements are not inconsistent 
with the proper discharge of public obligations under­
taken by such enterprises.66
The United States did not sign the convention for a 
number of reasons. First, it was against her Constitution
65Ibid.. p. 356.
^ Report of American Delegation, pp. 134, 135.
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and instructions to delegates; second, a single convention 
was contrary to the "letter and spirit of the Santiago 
resolution"; third, it was in violation of the official 
Union decision about official documents; fourth, it applied 
principally to government-owned systems of communication; 
and fifth, "it did not adequately safeguard the legitimate 
interests of private concerns engaged in the operation of 
communication facilities."67
"The convention was ratified by only four states, 
and it has, therefore, remained a dead letter."6® it does 
show what adjustments were needed between the nations of the 
Western Hemisphere before there could be an effective 
regional agreement on electrical communications.
The third conference in the decade of the 1920s was 
the Third Pan-American Scientific Congress which met in 
Lima, Peru, from December 20, 1924, to January 6, 1925. 
Chairman of the nine delegates from the United States was 
Dr. L. S. Rowe. None of the delegates was identified as 
knowledgeable in electrical communications. Neither the 
program nor the resolutions made any mention of cable, tele­
graph, wireless, radio or communication of any kind. The 
reason for mentioning this conference which occurred in the
67Ibid.. p. 9.
68Howard S. LeRoy, "Treaty regulations of inter­
national radio and short-wave broadcasting," American 
Journal of International Law, XXXII (October, 1938), 723.
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Western Hemisphere only a few months after the abortive one 
in Mexico City was that there was a delegation present from 
the United States, Congress had appropriated money for it, 
and a plea was made there for more and better cooperation in 
many fields. Surely, collaboration by Western Hemisphere 
nations in other areas must have laid the groundwork for 
future teamwork in telecommunications.
The 1927 Conference in Washington was not a Western 
Hemisphere conference, but a worldwide conference. What 
happened ah the 1927 sessions that affected the Western 
Hemisphere and the Pan American Union particularly, including 
the United States, was connected with the allocation of 
frequencies. The Washington Conference had directed the 
Berne Bureau be notified of the assignment and use of fre- 
quenties by the interested national administrations. Some­
times actual use of frequencies followed the notification of 
assignments. other times, frequencies continued to be 
registered in the name of the national administration, even 
when the notification was not followed by use.
The United States Navy Department was alert to the 
possible future value of those frequencies and registered 
five of th«5m in 1929 with the Bureau in the name of the 
United States. "By Executive orders . . . they were assigned 
to the Nav;' Department for use by the Pan-American [sic] 
U n i o n .  This reservation of frequencies for use by the
69beRoy, "Treaty regulations," pp. 727, 728.
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Union seemr> to have been a hopeful gesture about the future 
of Pan-American electrical communication relations.
The fourth Western Hemisphere conference to mention 
electrical communications was held in Havana, Cuba, by the 
Sixth international Conference of American States, formerly 
the Pan American Union, in 1928. United States delegates 
were headed by Charles E. Hughes, Secretary of State and 
also vice-president of the conference; veterans Henry P. 
Fletcher a:id Leo S. Rowe; conference novices Noble B. Judah, 
Dwight W. Morrow, Morgan J. O'Brien, James Brown Scott, and 
Oscar W. Underwood. There were eight technical advisers, 
four special assistants, and two other staff members, none 
of whom wece known as knowledgeable in electrical communica­
tions.70
Chairman Hughes proposed that the conference presi­
dent be a member ex-officio of all committees. This united 
States suggestion was unanimously adopted. His delegation 
declared,
any plan of organization that might be agreeable to 
the delegations of the other Republics would be 
entirely acceptable to the Government of the United 
States; that this Government had no desire that it 
should be given special privileges in the organization 
of the union, that the Secretary of State did not 
wish for any position of prominence on the Governing 
Board; and that his only desire was to be considered a
7°U. S., Department of State, Report of Delegates of 
United States to Sixth International Conference of American 
States (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1927),
p. 88.
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colleague and coworker of the other members of the 
Board for advancing the purposes for which the 
institution was established.71
"Results of Electrical Communications Conference," 
was the subject of subcommittee 7 of Committee 4. The com­
mittee reporter proposed a resolution which was adopted by 
the committee without debate. It recommended the states 
signatory to the electrical communication convention of 1924 
and the radiotelegraph convention of 1927 ratify as soon 
as possible. Fletcher "called attention to the fact that the 
United States was not a party to the convention signed in 
Mexico City in 1924 and that he understood the United States 
was not to be considered as joining in any recommendation in 
regard to that convention.
The other pertinent item at that conference was
noted by Fletcher who said, "One of the most important
results of the conference was the adoption and signature of
7 *3a convention regulating aerial navigation."
The fifth pertinent conference, the International 
Radio Conference was held because of radio interference in 
the northern part of the Western Hemisphere. The United
7 -^Report of Delegation, p. 5.
72Ibid., pp. 36, 37.
73Henry P. Fletcher. Speech given to Council on 
Foreign Relations on March 8, 1928. Private papers. This 
was the first mention of aerial navigation and the implied 
use of electrical communications, e.g., radio, in such 
navigation at a Western Hemisphere conference.
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States, Canada, Cuba, Newfoundland, and Mexico were invited 
to Ottawa, Canada, to discuss North American radio problems. 
The conference opened on January 22, 1929, with four 
nations present and Mexico absent. "Mexico was invited to 
send a representative, but it was not convenient for him to
7  A
attend at the time arranged." "Mexico refused to send 
delegates," is what one reputable observer noted.76
United States delegates were headed by Judge Eugene 
0. Sykes, chairman of the Federal Radio Commission and 
attending his first international communications conference; 
Orestes H. Caldwell, member of the same commission; and W. D. 
Terrell, chief of the radio division of the Department of 
Commerce and conference veteran. Technical advisers were 
probably Dr. J. H. Dellinger, Commander T. A. M. Craven, and 
F. L. Mayer.76
U . S., Department of Commerce, Annual Report from 
Chief of Radio Division to Secretary of Commerce for fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1930 (Washington; Government Printing 
Office, 1930), p. 83.
7^Irwin Stewart, "Recent radio legislation," American 
Political Science Review, XXIII (May, 1929), 421-26.
Another author said, "Mexico is an unusual country in 
which to reach the rock-bottom of fact. Things are not what 
they seem. Information may be checked almost indefinitely 
without certainty. A general rule is not deducible from two 
or three similar, or even identical, instances." The reader 
must recognize and accept "contradictions and inconsistencies 
[as] . . . the basis of any real understanding of the Mexican 
broadcasting situation." (Arthur W. Scharfeld, "The Mexican 
Broadcasting Situation," Journal Radio Law, I (July, 1931), 
193.)
76A11 six names were listed as members of the dele­
gation in Wallace H. White's private papers, Clark in
3 9 9
The countries reaffirmed the 1927 conference prin­
ciple that no one country has sovereign right to the ether 
and the duty lay with each to prevent interference among 
radio transmitters. The problem was that there were 639 
usable bands or units of wave lengths between 50 and 200 
meters and the demand was for many m o r e . ^
The conference was suspended on January 26. It was
not deadlocked, and the delegations planned to reconvene
7ftafter a return home to check with their governments.
There had been friction for some time between Canada 
and the United States over the interference Canada was 
getting from her immediate neighbor to the south, and the 
southern neighbor was lackadaisical about remedying. There 
was chaos in the broad strip of air over the mutual boundary 
because there was no overall authority for regulating it in 
the United States. in July of 1926, the Attorney General of 
the United States gave the opinion that under the Radio Act 
of 1912, the Secretary of Commerce was required "to issue 
licenses to any existing or new stations for such wave
International Communications identified all six as delegates, 
but the New York Times of February 28, 1929, p. 21, men­
tioned the first three as delegates and did not mention the
other trio.
77New York Times, January 22, 1929, p. 32.
^8New York Times, January 2 6 , 1 9 2 9 , p. 1 4 .
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7 ftlengths and powers as the stations themselves requested." 
Thus the United States had no regulatory power over the 
number of its stations nor over the wave lengths they used. 
Wave lengths used by Canada were violated by the multipli­
city of United States stations and the comparatively power­
ful electrical equipment they used. There were "repeated 
warnings [to the stations] from the united States Government 
and even personal appeals from members of the President's 
Cabinet that national faith and international good will were 
at stake.
The Canadian government was unhappy about continuing 
to hear the advertising of American-made products beamed 
from American radio stations. Canada "has become 'American­
ized' all through the Dominion," complained Canadian offi-
ft 1cialdom.
In February of 1927 the Federal Radio Commission was
set up by Congress. The commission's first steps in March
and April of that year were
to clear six channels, which, under an informal under­
standing arrived at between the Department of Commerce 
and Canadian representatives, had been reserved for 
exclusive use by Canada. At that time there were 
forty-one American stations on those channels so close
790 . H. Caldwell, "The administration of federal 
radio legislation," in Radio, ed. by Irwin Stewart (Phila­
delphia: The American Academy of Political and Social
Sciences, 1929), p. 45.
8^New York Times. March 17, 1929, sect. X, p. 23.
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thereto as to cause fatal interference with the 
Canadian stations.82
Canada was still not satisfied, according to Commission
member Caldwell.88 & conference was then called early in
1929.84
The four nations re-met in Ottawa, Canada, from 
February 26, 1929, to February 27, 1929. The purpose of 
this meeting was to sign an agreement, not a treaty, about 
the division of frequencies for the continent. The document 
was called "a gentleman's agreement," and it did not require
O C
ratification by the Senate.
The United States obtained 112 channels for its 
exclusive use and obtained 34 on a shared basis.88 in all, 
this country got the use of 146 channels, Canada had 86, and 
the others 42. Out of the total number divided, 124 were 
shared and not exclusive.87 The frequencies were allocated
88Caldwell, "Radio legislation," p. 47.
83Ibid., p. 48.
84S. C. Hooper said, "When I was chief engineer of 
the Federal Radio Commission in 1928, I found that (illegible 
word) short waves were suitable for continental use, as dis­
tinguished from inter-continental, and conferences with 
Canada, Mexico, and Cuba would be necessary to decide our
allocations accordingly. I arranged through Judge Sykes
. . .  to have the State Department arrange such a confer­
ence." (Hand-written undated entry in small notebook, 
headed, "Regional Conference." Private papers.)
88New York Times, February 28, 1929, p. 21.
88Stewart, "Legislation."
87New York Times, March 1, 1929, p. 28.
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to services as follows: 190 to mobile services, 134 to
amateurs, 84 to experimental visual broadcasting, 3 to 
experimental and 228 to general communication. These figures 
total 639, the number of usable bands mentioned earlier.®®
The above plan was said to have been proposed by Sykes and 
Terrell of the United States delegation. Caldwell filed a 
minority report which complained the United States had con-
O Q
ceded too much to Canada.
The agreement was signed by the four parties present. 
Although Mexico was not present, "the requirements of Mexico 
were given careful consideration and a share of the waves 
was provided for use of Mexico."®®
Summary of 1920s Decade
The 1923 Fifth Pan-American Conference was the first 
such conference to include electrical communication on its 
agenda. The United States influenced the conference by 
keeping Canada off the agenda and confining "unofficial 
parties" to working through "home" delegations. The 1924 
Inter-American Committee on Electrical Communications showed 
how different the political philosophies were between the 
delegation from the United States and the delegations from 
Latin America as reflected in their government and electric
®®Ibid.; also Stewart, "Legislation."
R9New York Times, February 28, 1929, p. 21.
90Annual Report from Chief of Radio Division, Year 
ending June 30, 1930, p. 83.
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communication system relationship.
The 1925 Pan-American Scientific Congress was not 
concerned with electrical communication but the conference 
showed that the United States and Latin-American countries 
could work together on other mutual problems. The 1927 
Washington Conference affected the Western Hemisphere, but it 
was not considered a regional conference; it was a worldwide 
conference. After the 1927 conference the united States, on 
its own initiative, registered five frequencies for the use 
of the Pan American union.
The 1928 Sixth International Conference of American 
States was responsible for the first Western Hemisphere 
radio convention for aerial navigation. No particular 
United States influence was found and the conference was 
"suspended," not officially ended. In 1929 there was a 
"Gentleman's Agreement," primarily between Canada and the 
United States. The conference was held after the United 
States established the Federal Radio Commission, a radio 
regulatory body. The agreement divided the available fre­
quencies on the continent in such a way that Canada was not 
dominated by United States stations against her will.
The five regional conferences of this decade showed 
some United States participation with her effectiveness 
limited by at least three items. One was the difference in 
philosophy from that of her neighbors to the south about the 
government's relationship to its electric communication 
system. Second was her status as a world power and a big,
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perhaps bad, brother-to-the-north image. Third was her 
delay in establishing a national workable agency to regulate 
radio.
Conferences of the Thirties
During the decade of the 1930s two worldwide Inter­
national Telecommunication Union conferences and five 
Western Hemisphere conferences were held that related to 
electrical communications. The Madrid Conference of 1932 
was attended by representatives of all the American countries 
except Haiti and Paraguay. All the Western Hemisphere 
nations signed the Convention and most signed all the other 
documents as well. The four North American countries had a 
meeting at the Madrid Conference to arrange for a possible 
regional agreement later. "Canada, Cuba, and Mexico agreed 
to the allocation table in the Madrid Regulations after the 
United States assured them there would be a North American 
Radio Conference to help each get a more equitable share of 
the broadcasting spectrum."^1
One commentator listed the broadcasting situation in
North America as one of the five major radio issues before
92the Madrid conference. The 1932 conference left open to 
regional agreement the solution of problems affecting two or
91s. C. Hooper. Lecture given at Naval War College, 
Newport, R. I., on April 23 and 24, 1936. Private papers.
92<chapter 4 of this dissertation.
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more countries which were a single region but whose problems 
did not affect the entire world. The United States initiated 
the 1933 conference because of her Madrid commitment and 
because she had "the largest stake in maintaining an inter­
ference-free radio service.
First was the North and. Central American Radio Con­
ference, Telecommunication Union related and held in Mexico 
City from July 10 to August 9, 1933. Eleven nations were 
invited and those present were from Canada, Costa Rica, El 
Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicarauga, and the 
United States. Delegates from the United States were Judge 
Sykes, chairman of the delegation and conference veteran; 
and conference novices Schuyler O. Bland and Roy T. Davis.
The latter was the American minister to Panama. Technical 
advisers were E. K. Jett, C. B. Jolliffe, G. C. Gross, and 
Andrew D. Ring, all from the Federal Radio Commission; and 
Irwin Stewart, Department of State.
The conference was originally scheduled for the 
middle of May or the first of June in Mexico City, but Mexico 
had not issued the invitations by mid-April so there was 
some question about a possible postponement.95 The
^LeRoy, "Treaty regulations," p. 726.
9^u. S., Department of State, North and Central 
Regional Radio Conference (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1934) , Conference Series 20, p. 5.
95New York Times, April 16, 1933, sect. VIII, p. 12.
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invitations came by June 11 and the conference opened on 
July 10.96
The problem of this regional conference was a recon­
sideration of the broadcast band, as well as certain fre­
quencies above the broadcast band and possibly some realloca­
tion of facilities.9  ^ Acting Secretary of State Castle held 
a meeting as early as February 7 with representatives of 
broadcasting, commercial radio, shipowners, educators and 
others about questions to be considered in Mexico City.98
Oreste Caldwell, Federal Radio Commissioner, warned 
against "appeasement of political demands" and he also said, 
"America has only to lose and nothing to gain" from this 
conference.99
The complications of this conference included at 
least five items, some of which were common to other con­
ferences of this type. One was the fact that the number of 
channels was limited by physical laws. Another was that 
nations tended to insist upon their sovereignty, giving them 
the right to utilize the frequencies in the space over their 
territory entirely according to their own needs and desires. 
Third was that no nation had been able to erect along its
98New York Times, June 11, 1933, sect. VIII, p. 5.
9^New York Times, February 7, 1933, p. 23; also New 
York Times, February 12, 1933, sect. IX, p. 10.
9^New York Times, February 7, 1933, p. 23.
99New York Times, June 1, 1933, sect. VIII, p. 5.
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border a wave screen to keep out what that nation did not 
want to enter. A fourth was that there was no suitable 
technical group under capable leadership to prepare a defi­
nite plan which would receive sanction from those directly 
involved. Fifth was an understanding that a purely political 
method of solving these problems would continue to be unsuc­
cessful because of the complexity of technical matters 
involved. What was especially needed was the realization 
that
national boundaries, as such, are subordinated to 
the principle that the men and women residing in 
every country are entitled to their quota of radio 
service ;in accordance with their needs and the physical 
and commercial possibilities of the situation, and on 
the basis of an impartial but sympathetic consideration 
of their needs regardless of their national affilia­
tion. 100
Judge Sykes was elected chairman of the conference 
and also chairman of the general affairs committee, one of 
the four committees appointed. I®*- Mexico wanted six channels 
and the United States offered three. No agreement was 
reached.^02 "The United States delegation quit the parley" 
after Mexico's demands of exclusive channels and after 
Mexico "refused to outlaw the border stations operated by 
American promoters with directional aerials, spraying the
100^fre(j Goldsmith, "North American Broadcasting 
Allocations," Radio Engineering, XIII (November, 1933), 18.
-*-°-*-New York Times, July 15, 1933, p. 14.
■^■Q^New York Times, August 13, 1933, sect. IV, p. 3.
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broadcasts toward the North."103
A writer in Radio Engineering summarized the meeting 
by saying,
The conference reached some minor agreement of a 
helpful nature, but left practically untouched the 
fundamental problem of assigning broadcast frequencies 
equitably and rationally to the various countries 
involved. . . .  It appeared evident that any general 
acceptable allocation of frequencies for broadcasting 
on the North American continent was u n l i k e l y . 104
S. C. Hooper from the Navy Department, commented, 
"little was accomplished, but the mobile frequency bands 
were not encroached upon by the broadcast interests."106 
Chairman Sykes said, "the elimination of interference from 
point-to-point radio transmission" (also called the non­
broadcasting facilities), was the "outstanding achievement" 
of the conference. The Federal Radio Commission chairman 
Sykes, also said, "important results had been obtained and 
furthered the cause of international amity and understand­
ing."106
How the delegates proposed to handle the complica­
tions mentioned earlier and the extent of participation by 
and from the United States is unknown as a report on the 
conference was not published.107 The results of the
101New York Times, March 7, 1937, sect. Cl, p. 12.
l0^Goldsmith, "Allocations," p. 18.
lnc
JS. C. Hooper. Undated memorandum, titled "Lec­
ture." Private papers.
106New York Times, August 13, 1933, sect. IV, p. 3.
107U. S., Department of State, Conference Series 20 
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1934), Vol XX, p. 7.
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conference, as far as some in the United States were con­
cerned, were summarized by the New York Times with "Radio
station owners greeted the failure of the North American
10ftRadio Conference with a sigh of relief." The North and
Central American nations still had a long way to go to reach 
a regional agreement on electrical communications.
All the same nations, except for Canada, and includ­
ing those in South America, held the Seventh International 
Conference of American States in Montevideo, Urugay. This 
was the second pertinent regional conference and lasted from 
December 3 to December 26, 1933. Four of the five delegates 
from the United States were ambassadors or former ambassadors 
and the fifth was a University of Chicago professor of social 
welfare. One of the four advisers, R. Henry Norweb, although 
connected with the State Department, had an interest in 
radio. He had been a technical assistant at the 1929 Radio
Committee conference. There were twelve additional persons
10ftwho accompanied the delegation.
Electrical communications were mentioned twice at 
the conference officially. Both were connected with the 
United States. The first was "The united States delegation 
emphasized the importance with which the Government views
IQSftiew York Times, August 20, 1933, sect. IX, p. 7.
S., Department of State, Seventh International 
Conference of American States (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1934), Conference Series 20, p. 1.
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the improvement of communications between the American 
Republics." The second was Resolution LXXXV which urged the 
governments to utilize as soon as possible the five short­
wave radio frequencies assigned to the Pan American Union.-1-1-0
These allocations were for non-profit use. That 
resolution marked an innovation in inter-American cooperation 
on electrical communications. The resolution was multi­
lateral; it involved collective action by member states of 
the Union, including the united States; and it was directed 
to the broad international objective of Pan-American welfare.
The Union was to be used as an international administrative 
111agency. Resolution LXXXV proved to be important because
those ideals, expressed in this non-communications con­
ference, were later carried over to Telecommunication union- 
related Western Hemisphere regional conferences.
At a succeeding conference, the inter-American Con­
ference for the Maintenance of Peace, held in Buenos Aires 
from December 1 to December 23, 1936, mention was again made 
of those five frequencies. A resolution established the Pan- 
American Radio Hour which was to be administered by the Union.
^10Ibid., p. 49.
These were five frequencies registered by the United 
States Navy Department subsequent to the Washington Confer­
ence of 1927 earmarked for the Pan American Union.
"By proclamation of the President of the United 
States five short-wave channels, . . . have been allotted 
for exclusive use of the Republics, members of the Pan 
American Union." (Victor Sutro, "Radio in Latin America, 
part L," Pan American Union Bulletin, LXVIII (1934), 657.)
"^^LeRoy, "Treaty regulations," p. 733.
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The United States delegation recorded no 
reservation to this resolution. This resolution 
was based on the collective use of the five short­
wave frequencies first registered at the Berne 
Bureau by the Government of the united States and 
now known as the Pan-American f r e q u e n c i e s . ^ -^ 2
With cooperation achieved on the use of the five 
frequencies assigned to the Union, there was hope, and 
certainly need, for broadcasting cooperation among the 
northern nations of the Western Hemisphere. Harvey Otterman, 
State Department lawyer, said conditions in the broadcasting 
field had steadily worsened since the ineffective 1933 con­
ference. He continued by saying that
Irritations arose with increasing frequency in 
the administration of radio on the American continent, 
due to the proximity of the American states and 
efforts of each to find an adequate place for itself 
in the radio spectrum. . . . The broadcasting develop­
ment in the American continent has not ceased to be 
a source of misunderstanding and sometimes of actual 
ill-will. H 3
The Preliminary Radio Conference was held in Havana, 
Cuba, from March 15 to March 29, 1937, with Canada, Cuba, 
Mexico, and the United States present. One reason for this 
third regional conference was to discuss pending radio 
problems directly affecting the four nations present.
Another was to establish a foundation for a more general con­
ference to be held later in the year.’*"^ A third purpose
1 1 9 LeRoy, "Treaty regulations," p. 730.
•^ ■■^ Harvey otterman, "Inter-American Radio Conferences, 
Habana, 1937," American Journal of International Law, XXXII 
(July, 1938), 569.
H4u. S., House, Report to Foreign Affairs Committee
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was to draw up an outline for a unified program to be pre-
1 I n
sented by the American nations at the Cairo Conference. J 
"It was understood that only if that preliminary conference 
offered a reasonable basis for a solution of the problems 
should a further conference open to all American States by 
held," said Otterman.
The United States delegates were T. A. M. Craven and 
E. K. Jett. Three committees were set up and they were 
broadcasting, services other than broadcasting, and engi­
neering standards. Jett was vice-chairman of the second and 
Craven was chairman of the third. "At the outset of the 
conference it was proposed by the delegation of the United 
States and unanimously approved by the conference that all 
decisions should be unanimous.
The conference agreed on fifteen resolutions as a basis 
for a more comprehensive conference.1-*-8 The conferees reached 
an understcinding on technical principles and agreed to call 
an^  inter-American radio conference for twenty-three coun­
tries to meet in November. The problems to be discussed
on August 10, 1937, Report 1481, pp. 2, 3.
H % e w  York Times, March 16, 1937, p. 18.
H^Otterman, "Habana, 1937, " p. 570.
-*-•*-^ Gerald C. Gross, "Havana Preliminary Radio Con­
ference," Pan American Union Bulletin, LXXI (1937), 455.
^-^Otterman, "Habana, 1937."
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were those caused by the simultaneous use of certain fre-
119quencxes by adjacent natrons wxth resultxng interference.
Delegate Craven said, "for the first time in the 
history of their radio relations, a common understanding has 
been reached by the countries represented on the technical 
principles that are basic, adoption of which is deemed 
essential if coordination is to be accomplished. "120
The First inter-American Conference on Radio Communi­
cations, also called the First North American Regional Broad­
casting Conference, met in Havana, Cuba, from November 1 to 
December 13, 1937. Eighteen countries were present although 
twenty-three nations had been invited. The nations sent a 
total of thirty-eight delegates and twenty-eight technical 
advisers to the fourth conference of the 1930s.
T. A. M. Craven was chairman of the American delega­
tion and R. Henry Norweb was the other delegate. Technical 
advisers were D. M. Crawford, G. C. Gross, E. K. Jett, Lloyd
Simson, Harvey B. Otterman, and Andrew Ring. Six persons
1 9 1were on the staff.
The register of United States private interests 
included representatives from industrial firms, radio
119New York Times, March 29, 1937, p. 9.
120Ibid.
121Department of Commerce files. Undated memorandum, 
Inter-American Radio Conference, 1937. U. S. Archives.
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stations, networks, news agencies, the airlines, the police, 
other groups, and some persons with unidentified affilia­
tion. The industrial firms were Radio Corporation of 
America— I. R. Baker, C. B. Jolliffe, and Charles G. Roberts; 
Tropical Radio Company— W. A. Beaks; Western Electric Com­
pany— L. F. Bockover and Robert E. Poole; International 
Telephone and Telegraph Company— H. H. Buttner; Aeronautical 
Radio Corporation— Paul Goldsborough and Don C. McRae;
Mackay Radio and Telegraph— Haradan Pratt; American Tele­
phone and Telegraph— Francis M. Ryan; and Dictaphone Corpora­
tion— W. B. Sturtevant.
The radio stations were WXAL— P. L. Barbour, WSM—  
John R. DeWitt, WDW— G. F. Leydort, WHO— Loyet, WGN— Meyers, 
WCAU— J. G. Leitch, WOR— J. R. Reppell. The networks were 
National Broadcasting Company— Philip J. Hennessey Jr.,
C. W. Horn, and Worthington C. Lent; and Columbia Broad­
casting System— William B. Lodge. The news agencies included 
the Associated Press— Eskin Birch, Havana Post— Dixon 
Donnelly, United Press— Lawrence S. Haas, the New York Times 
— Mrs. Ruby H. Phillips, the Clear Channel and Press Wire­
less— L. G. Caldwell, Variety— Rene Canizanes, and the 
National Association of Regional Broadcasting Stations— Paul
D. Spearman. The airlines were Pan-American Airways— W. L. 
Carroll and Transworld Airlines— J. C. Franklin. The police 
were represented by E. C. Denstaidt— Detroit Police Depart­
ment, Maurice B. O'Neil, president of the Association of 
Police Chiefs and president of the New Orleans Police
415
Department, and Henry Quarens, special officer with O'Neil.
Representatives from other groups were C. 0. Pancake—
Guaranty Trust Company, K. B. Warner— American Radio Relay
League, and Alberto Zalamea— American news commentator on
Havana's short wave station. Individuals with unidentified
affiliations were Waller Evans, Springfield, Massachusetts;
Alex Garcia, W. P. [sic],- Horace L. Lohnes, Washington,
1 99D. C.; and Otis P. Swift.
The official languages were English, French, Spanish, 
and Portugese. Agreement was reached early on four basic 
principles. First was that every nation had sovereign 
rights to use every broadcasting channel. A second was that 
regional agreements were needed to prevent interference.
Third was that all governments had rights to assign any class 
of frequencies that caused no interference in other 
countries. Fourth was any station might carry on emergency 
communication during exceptional periods of interruption by 
catastrophes, e.g., floods, etc.-*-^
The initial instructions were given to the delega­
tion from the Federal Communications Commission and supported 
by the Department of the Navy. General instructions included 
the admonition, "not to give the appearance of being the 
preponderant nation," and "not to formulate an agreement
Inundated memorandum, "Representatives of Com­
mercial Firms," op. cit., U. S. Archives.
193New York Times, November 9, 1937, p. 17.
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which assigns specific frequencies to any nation."124
Later instructions from the Secretary of State to 
the delegation when Craven left the conference temporarily 
to return to a Federal Communications Commission meeting in 
Washington, were "Nothing shall be signed . . .  without 
first referring it to the Secretary of State." Also, the 
Department of State wants the United States "to enter into 
one comprehensive agreement in three parts, if that be 
possible. "•*-25
Five committees were formed and they were (1) 
initiative, to direct policy— Craven was chairman; (2) cre­
dentials; (3) technical— Craven was chairman and there were 
two subcommittees (a) broadcasting, and (b) non-broadcast­
ing; (4) juridicial and administrative; and (5) drafting.126
124Note dated November 4, 1937, no further identi­
fication noted. Latin-American Affairs— communications, 
Department of State files, u. S. Archives.
The director of Radio Communications in Cuba, the 
host country, sent out a feeler about the possibility of 
the President of the United States addressing the confer­
ence by long distance telephone. Delegate Norweb received 
a confidential note, seemingly from the Department of State, 
replying to the feeler.
"Should the delegation be approached on this subject,
I suggest that you point out that this country does not wish 
to give the appearance of being the preponderant nation in 
the Conference and that, consequently, it would not seem 
appropriate for the President to be singled out for this 
purpose. (Undated and unsigned note marked "confidential," 
to R. Henry Norweb, op. cit., U. S. Archives.)
^2^F. C. deWolf, Letter to Harvey B. Otterman.
Dated November 26, 1937, op. cit., U. S. Archives.
i260tterman, "Habana, 1937," p. 571.
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The United States proposed an international police 
radio communication system.^ 7  The technical committee 
approved the proposal which authorized direct police com­
munication between contiguous countries with the idea of 
exchanging emergency measures relating to law enforcement 
matters. Six frequencies were assigned to this service1^8 
and the conference accepted the p r o p o s a l . T h e  United 
States advocated a set of principles relating to navigation 
aids which the conference also adopted.^88
One of the potentially most productive results of 
the conference was the establishing of the inter-American 
Radio Office, or the Officiana Inter-Americana de Radio 
(OIR). This office was actually set up before the North 
American Regional Broadcasting Agreement went into effect 
but the ratification was anticipated. The new office was 
headquartered in Havana and set up for three reasons. They 
were (1) to encourage inter-American collaboration and 
cooperation in the field of radio communication, (2) to 
provide a vehicle for improving the standards of radio 
throughout the Western Hemisphere, and (3) for the regis­
tration of standard broadcast frequencies. it was not as
•*-^ New York Times, November 2, 1937, p. 18.
■^8New York Times, November 17, 1937, p. 8 .
■^8New York Times, December 13, 1937, p. 15.
130New York Times, November 17, 1937, p. 87 also
December 13, 1937, p. 15.
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beneficial as it might have been because "the Cuban govern­
ment had made a political sinecure of the directorship. One 
incompetent director had followed another since the office 
opened.
There were other problems within Cuba which con­
cerned the nations around her, especially the United States, 
and were difficult of solution. Each nation was to estab­
lish its own standards of control for its stations. Cuba, 
due to a lack of adequate internal regulation, had "intense" 
interference between its own stations and also with stations 
in the United States. The economic and political situa­
tion of the island had prevented the enactment of efficient 
measures of control either by the time of the preliminary 
conference or by the time of the full conference.
Cuba signed the documents as did the other countries 
present although some nations including Cuba, may have had
13.LForney Rankin, Who Gets the Air? (Washington: 
National Association of Broadcasters, 1949), p. 21.
132New York Times. March 29, 1937, p. 9. Also, the 
Latin-American Affairs— communication folder of the Depart­
ment of State files in the u. S. Archives had a copy of a 
letter from a Mississippi Congressman who said that Station 
WCOC in Meridian, Mississippi, was receiving interference 
from Station CMQ in Havana. Both were supposedly operating 
on 880 kc. The Congressman asked for help from the Federal 
Communications Commission for his constituents. The Com­
mission chairman sent a copy of the letter to Craven at the 
conference on November 13, 1937. In the same file were 
other letters telling of interference between United States 
stations and those in either Mexico or Cuba.
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reservations they did not put on paper.
Brazil and Chile seemed to have expressed some 
hesitancy about signing. In a State Department letter 
addressed to the American delegation is the following:
Craven feels that enlistment of support of the 
Brazilian Ambassador in Washington may effect satis­
factory result. . . .  It is understood the Brazilian 
Minister [Ambassador] here does not now object but 
finds difficulty in agreeing to sign because of 
earlier adverse recommendations to his Government.
No further efforts being made regarding Argentina.134
Two days later a telegram was sent advising that Brazil would
Political considerations do count at electrical com­
munications conferences, as witness the following telegram. 
"The Chilean Foreign Office states it is telegraphing this 
afternoon Sunday to its delegate at Havana to sign conven­
tion ad referendum [sic] in spite of absence of technical 
competence in special deference to the desire of the United
1 O O
■^Technical assistant Otterman said he had a conver­
sation with a Mexican who was not a delegate, but a member 
of that delegation. The Mexican said he thought the United 
States was at the conference for the purpose of "skinning 
somebody." The Mexican citizen continued by saying he 
thought some countries would sign the agreement because they 
felt they had to, and not because they thought it would be 
of any benefit to them. (H. B. Otterman, "Memo.," dated 
November 9, 1937, op. cit., U. S. Archives.)
134f . d . deWolf. Letter to Otterman marked, "Ex­
tremely Confidential." Dated December 11, 1937, op. cit.,
U. S. Archives.
13^Telegram from American Embassy to American dele­
gation (names not noted). Dated December 13, 1937, op. cit., 
U. S. Archives.
States.1,136
Chairman Craven said his country had much to gain 
and little to lose by signing. This conference is the "first 
practical example of effective collaboration among these 
nations in coordinating their radio rights in a world of 
turbulence and disagreement."137 A press release prepared 
by the Department of State said, "The fact that an agreement 
was reached was considered an outstanding achievement because 
it is the first time this has been possible after several 
attempts heretofore."133
Lawyer Otterman said an atmosphere of understanding 
and mutual good will was created by the conference. Also 
established, he said, was a comprehensive and definitive 
engineering basis for the elimination of past and present 
irritating misunderstandings and a means for future radio 
cooperation on the American continent.133
The New York Times said all United States radio 
stations will benefit because of this conference and result­
ing freedom from interference. None of the United States 
stations will have to discontinue services but many may have 
their frequencies shifted and some of the Mexican stations
136Telegram from American Embassy to American Delega­
tion. Dated December 12, 1937, op. cit., U. S. Archives.
137New York Times. December 26, 1937, sect. X, p. 12.
138.ipress release." Dated December, 1937, op. cit., 
U. S. Archives.
1330tterman, "Habana, 1937."
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causing interference will be eliminated.140
All parties had to agree on the radio treaties be­
fore they became effective. In November of 1938, the Mexican 
Senate refused to ratify the treaty regulating broadcasting 
agreements between the United States and itself because 
Mexico said that it was "prejudicial to national pol­
icies."141 Mexico also said it could not provide needed 
service to Mexican nationals living outside of Mexico without 
having proper frequencies allotted to it.14^
Negotiations proceeded for the next two and a half 
years and Mexican opposition was finally resolved. A change 
was going to have to be made in the wave length assignments 
of 777 out of 862 broadcasters in the United States, plus 
100 in Canada and others in Mexico and Cuba. All had to be 
done at the same time. This procedure was obviously very 
complicated and took a great deal of planning. The success­
ful reshuffling of the frequencies meant broadcasting could 
acquire clearer services for listeners and for a greater 
number of hours on the air.14^
The night of March 29, 1941, saw 777 stations in the 
United States shift frequencies, primarily for the purpose 
of creating clear channels for Mexico. A spokesman for the
1^°New York Times, December 13, 1937, p. 15.
141New York Times, November 4, 1938, p. 10.
14^Rankin, op. cit., p. 9.
Id-}New York Times, September 22, 1940, sect. IX,
p. 10.
broadcasters, Forney Rankin, commented negatively about the 
results. He said,
This costly step attested not only to the American 
broadcaster's great technical skill, but also to his 
good faith and belief in the word of his neighbors.
This faith was promptly shattered by the advent of 
frequency-jumping tactics on the part of the Cubans.
He continued by pointing out that Mexico also broke faith by 
operating newly-assigned frequencies, not in the interest of 
Mexican nationals, "but to sell cheap, shoddy services and 
junky merchandise to United States listeners." The American 
broadcaster paid quite a price for the "promise of no inter­
ference, " and he wonders if the North American Regional 
Broadcasting Agreement was worth the trouble.144
The agreement occupies "a unique place" in inter­
national telecommunication law, even if its results are not 
what they should be, said Rankin. It exercises the greatest 
limits "upon national sovereignty over the use of radio 
frequencies of any international agreement ever formulated." 
Radio broadcasting could not be exercised in any practical 
or effective way without such a limitation as the Agreement, 
he said.145
There were actually four documents produced by this 
conference, under the aegis of the Telecommunication Union. 
First was the Final Acts, a group of inter-American resolu-
144Rankin, Who Gets the Air? p. 9. 
145Ibid., p. 10.
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tions and recommendations for the Cairo Conference.
Second was the Inter-American Radio Communications Conven­
tion which set up the Inter-American Radio Office and also 
provided for a means of arbitration of disputes among par­
ticipating states. Third was the North American Regional 
Broadcasting Agreement which established three principal 
channel classifications, clear, regional, and local; the 
same categories used in the United States. -'-47 Fourth was 
the Inter-American Arrangement Concerning Radio Communica­
tions which was solely an administrative document and an 
attempt to standardize technical matters in radio communica-
1 AQtions throughout the Americas.
The next worldwide conference, the Cairo Conference 
was held the early part of 1938 and the results of the 
recent regional conference in the Western Hemisphere were 
visible. Sen. White commented that some criticism had been
1460tterman, "Habana, 1937," p. 573.
Prior to this Havana Conference, Craven said one of 
the aims of this country was to arrive at a gentleman's 
agreement or a treaty on broadcasting and other radio alloca­
tions in the Western Hemisphere so that a united front might 
be presented in Cairo. (New York Times, October 31, 1937, 
Sect. X, p. 14.)
This hope was realized at the conclusion of the con­
ference, the same newspaper reported on December 13, 1937, 
p. 15.
147"The international agreement is based principally 
upon engineering fundamentals recently developed in the 
United States." (Otterman, "Habana, 1937," p. 573.)
148Ibid.
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heard "because of the united front of the Americas." He 
also said he thought the Cairo work would have been "expe­
dited" if some European countries had held regional con­
ferences on proper matters prior to coming to C a i r o . -*-49
While the Cairo Conference was in session, a United 
States government committee meeting was held in Washington 
to study a specific inter-American problem, the five fre­
quencies reserved for the Union as were not all being used. 
The President-appointed group met on February 22, 1938, 
representing the following federal departments and agencies: 
Agriculture, Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, Export- 
Import Bank, Federal Communication Commission, interior, 
Justice, Post Office, and State. Committee members met to 
consider the methods of cooperation that were possible 
between the Pan-American nations for making use of the 
maximum number of frequencies reserved for their joint 
use.150
The United States was especially interested in 
Western Hemisphere broadcasting at this time because Germany 
and Italy were broadcasting political propaganda [which was 
apt to be anti-United States] to the Latin Americas, united 
States short-wave operators in that part of the world, 
including General Electric Company, Columbia [sic], Westing- 
house Corporation, National Broadcasting Company, and the
149u . s ., Department of State, Report of American 
Delegation, Cairo, 1938 (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1939), p. 19.
■^^LeRoy, "Treaty regulations," p. 734.
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Rockefeller Foundation's Wide World concentrated on news 
"even when it hurts," [politically]."^^
German and Italian propaganda was beamed mainly at 
South America and what affected South America also affected 
Central America. The United States had a strong proprietary 
interest in the Canal Zone. A fifth conference, the 
Regional Radio Conference for Central America, Panama and 
the Canal Zone, was held in Guatemala on December 8, 1939. 
The United States had six delegates there on behalf of the 
Canal Zone. They were Lt. Commander M. W. Arps, Navy; Col. 
David M. Crawford, Army; Fay Allen Des Portes; Gerald C. 
Gross, Federal Communications Commission; Walter H. McKinney 
and Harvey B. Otterman, State Department.^2
The agreement allocated radio broadcasting frequen­
cies in Central America and Panama and included "clauses 
designed adequately to protect radio facilities in the
I5l]flew York Times. July 5, 1939, p. 5.
The results of the meeting are not known but the 
fact that it was held showed the United States remaining 
alert to Pan American Union interests, regional interests, 
and her own as well. It seems strange and inexplicable 
that none of the other members of the Union seemed inter­
ested in utilizing those frequencies.
152U. S., Statutes at Large. Vol. LIIII, pt. 2 (76th 
Cong., 2nd and 3rd sess., 1939-1941). "Regional Radio Con­
vention for Central America, Panama and Canal zone. The 
above six men signed the convention for the "United States 
of America"; the first five signed the Regulations for the 
United States "in behalf of the Canal Zone."
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Canal Zone."'1'53
Summary of 30s Decade
There were five Western Hemisphere and two worldwide 
conferences held during this period in which the United 
States participated. The regional meetings were oriented 
toward the improvement of broadcasting services.
The 1932 Madrid Conference influenced the Western 
Hemisphere conferences because all discussion of frequencies 
was based on agreements reached at Madrid. The 1938 Cairo 
Conference influenced the two 1937 Western Hemisphere con­
ferences because the latter were held partly to prepare for 
the second international Telecommunication Union Conference.
The North and Central American Radio Conference in 
1933, initiated and chaired by the United States, came to 
no agreements on a reallocation of frequencies for broad­
casting in North America. The Seventh international Con­
ference of American States in 1933 was noteworthy because of 
action taken about the registration done earlier by the 
United States of five frequencies for Pan American Union 
use. The conferees decided to use them for the general Pan- 
American welfare. A Pan-American Radio Hour to use the 
frequencies was later established as a result of this con­
ference .
At a Preliminary Radio Conference in 1937, Canada,
153New York Times, December 28, 1938, p. 10.
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Cuba, Mexico, and the United States agreed they could work 
together well enough to make it worthwhile to hold a twenty- 
three nation conference later. One of the three committee 
chairmanships was held by a United States delegate and one 
of the committee vice-chairmanships was held by a United 
States delegate. More specific United States participation 
is not known at this time.
The First Inter-American Conference on Radiocommuni­
cation in 1937 established an Inter-American Radio Office, 
provided a means of arbitration of radio disputes among the 
participants, and reached two agreements on technical 
matters. One of the technical agreements was "based princi­
pally upon engineering fundamentals recently developed in 
the United States." The United States proposals about police 
communication and navigational aids were adopted by the con­
ference. The evidence at hand supports the conclusion that 
the United States was the chief instigator and had a firm 
hold on the direction the conference took.
Not enough information was available about the 1938 
Regional Radio Conference for Central America, Panama, and 
the Canal Zone to know the extent of United States partici­
pation.
Western Hemisphere Conferences of the 1940s
The 1940s saw a continuation of regional conferences 
in the Western Hemisphere for the promotion of cooperation 
in the solution of electrical communication problems. Four
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of the five conferences of this decade had a relationship to 
or were an outgrowth of the 1937 Inter-American Radio Con­
ference .
The first was the Second Inter-American Radio Confer­
ence. it was held in Santiago, Chile, from January 17 to 
January 23, 1940, to revise the earlier Arrangements.154 
The United States delegate was R. Henry Norweb and technical 
advisers were Merwin L. Bohan, Carlos Griffin, W. T. Guest,
S. C. Hooper, E. K. Jett, J. T. Keating, and Lloyd H. Simson.
Specific United States participation in the con­
ference was not found. The concluding document was called 
the Inter-American Radiocommunication Arrangement of 1940.
The agreement adopted the Cairo tables and suggestions. It
also "changes and replaces the Havana Arrangement of 
1551937."
The North American Regional Radio-Engineering Meeting 
(also called a broadcasting conference), was held in Washing­
ton, from January 14 to January 30, 1941. It was almost a
154]?, c. deWolf, "Development of telecommunication 
in the Americas," Pan American Union Bulletin, LXXIX (1945), 
686-90. A conference with a similar name, the Third South 
American Radio Conference, was held just prior to the more- 
inclusive conference. The delegates to the former stayed 
for the latter and United States delegation came only for 
the latter. (New York Times, January 18, 1940.)
!55u. s., Department of State, Executive Agreement 
Series. "Second Inter-American Radio Conference" (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1942), Vol. 190-240, No. 231, 
p. 1.
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necessary corollary to the 1937 conference although that 
agreement had not included mention of a needed subsequent 
formal conference such as this one. Its purpose was to 
exchange lists and other data relating to broadcasting 
stations among the participating countries with a view to 
making the 1937 agreement effective.156
The Washington conference was attended by Canada, 
Cuba, Dominican Republic, Haiti, Mexico, and the United 
States. The meetings were held in the Federal Communications 
Commission facilities because of the technical engineering 
equipment required. Thomas Burke, chief of the division of 
international communications, Department of State, was con­
ference chairman and T. A. M. Craven was chairman of the
1^7committee on technical matters. '
"Satisfactory results have accrued" from this con­
ference which helped to "clarify and stabilize standard 
broadcasting in the North American region." The conference 
"is a testimony . . .  to the informal and businesslike basis 
on which the conference was planned and conducted." The
technical committee was the raison d'etre for the conference,
■^8U. s., Department of State, Executive Agreement 
Series, "First North American Regional Broadcasting Confer- 
ence" (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1942), Vol.
190-240, No. 196, pp. 1-4.
l^Harvey b . Otterman, "North American Regional 
Radio-Engineering Meeting," American Journal of International 
Law, XXXV (April, 1941), 365.
158Ibid.
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the committee which worked out the broadcasting arrangements. 
The host country and the conference chairman were respon­
sible for the planning and conducting of the conference.
Since both the technical committee chairman and the confer­
ence chairman were from the host country, the United States, 
it seems reasonable to believe that this country participated 
effectively to achieve the "satisfactory results."
The Third inter-American Radio Conference, the third 
of the decade, was held in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil. It 
lasted from September 3 to September 27, 1945, to negotiate 
an inter-American telecommunication convention to supersede 
the previous radio convention or Arrangement (not the North 
American Regional Broadcasting Agreement), of 1937. The 
conference had originally been scheduled for 1943 but war­
time conditions caused its postponement.
The United States delegate was Adolf A. Berle Jr., 
American Ambassador to Brazil. Technical advisers were 
Loring B. Andrews, Robert R. Burton, Arthur L. Lebel, and 
H. B. Otterman, Department of State; Col. Theodore L. 
Bartlett, Army Air Forces; J. H. Dellinger, National Bureau 
of Standards; Ralph L. Higgs, Weather Bureau; Comdr. Paul D. 
Miles and Comdr. E. M. Webster, Department of Navy; Rosel H. 
Hyde, Ray C. Wakefield, and Marion Woodward, Federal Com­
munications Commission; Col. A. G. Simson, War Department, 
Lloyd H. Simson, Civil Aeronautical Association. Berle, 
Andrews, Bartlett, Higgs, and Hyde were communication con­
ferences novices and the other ten were veterans.
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Prior experience or not, each was expected to be 
prepared to participate effectively in the Rio conference. 
Five months before the conference opened, the State Depart­
ment set up six study committees for the delegates. They 
are listed here, each with chairman and representing agency: 
(1) organizational matters, otterman from Department of 
State; (2) technical matters, A. G. Simson from Army Signal 
Corps; (3) aeronautical matters, L. H. Simson from Civil 
Aeronautical Administration; (4) short-wave broadcasting 
problems, Adair from Federal Communication Commission; (5) 
miscellaneous operational matters, Webster from Coast Guard; 
and (6) rate problems, Wakefield from Federal Communications 
Commission.
Shortly after the conference opened, the American 
delegation had the text of the 1937 Havana radio convention, 
as revised by them for this 1945 conference, ready to give 
to the other delegations, written in English, Spanish and 
Portugese. Four major committees were formed at the con­
ference and Berle was chairman of the subcommittee on freedom
160of information.
Berle offered a "Press Resolution" which recommended
159press release, "Preparations for Third inter- 
American Radio Conference," Department of State Bulletin, 
XII (May 27, 1945), 31.
■^•^^Robert R. Burton and Donald R. MacQuivey, "Post­
scripts on the Third Inter-American Radiocommunication 
Conference," Department of State Bulletin, XIII (November 4, 
1945), 735-37.
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new inter-American and international regulations governing 
such transmissions. He emphasized that freedom of informa­
tion is most essential in a democratic world. Press trans­
missions may consist of information and news for publication, 
reproduction, or broadcasting, and of messages dealing with 
the collection and distribution of news. Messages of a 
private nature were to be strictly prohibited. The United 
States wanted information spread unrestrictedly and free of 
red tape in order to provide better world understanding 
through the media.
The subcommittee finally approved of the United 
States resolution which asked that radio be given the same 
freedom as the written media.1^2 Members of the subcommittee 
had not been unanimous in their approval. Argentina did not 
approve of the parity of radio and the written media but 
Cuba, Brazil, and Ecuador did."^3 Argentina and Paraguay 
then approved the resolution with official reservations. 
Argentina said the two media were different "for technical 
reasons and reasons of state responsibility. "164 rpj^  con_
ICC
ference as a whole approved the united States proposal.
"Parity of the two media" was only part of Berle's
l^^New York Times, September 9, 1945, p. 26.
162New York Times, September to o * 1945, p. 4.
163New York Times, September 14, 1945, p. 16.
164New York Times, September 22, 1945, p. 6.
16£>New York Times, September 26, 1945, p. 14.
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x'esolution. Berle's proposal also included interchanges of 
cultural broadcasting programs, interchanges of news and 
information, rights in broadcasting, and radio communication 
to multiple destinations. "These subjects were subsequently 
included into the convention as Articles 25 to 28, inclu-
Another United States proposal was to establish an
Office of Inter-American Telecommunications, to replace the
previous radio office in Havana. It
will be patterned after the world-wide telecommuni­
cations union and . . . will be merely a loosely- 
knit organization finding its expression chiefly 
through periodic inter-American conferences It 
will be of importance, however, in bringing all the 
American governments within a general framework and 
in giving cohesion to their efforts in this field.
The convention will also provide for an expanded 
and more efficiently conducted inter-American tele­
communications office in lieu of the existing 
Inter-Amer ican Radio Off ice. ^ 7
This proposal was adopted by the conference.
Future inter-American conferences was the topic of 
another United States proposal. The suggestion was that 
some conferences should be plenipotentiary and administra­
tive, but there should also be a new kind, an "administrative 
conference with limited agenda." This new kind would be 
called at the request of a specified number of governments
■*-6®Burton and MacQuivey, "Postscripts," p. 735.
167Harvey b . Otterman, "Third Inter-American Radio 
Conference," Department of State Bulletin, XIII (August 26, 
1945), 292-94.
^®Burton and MacQuivey, "Postscripts," p. 736.
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by the Office of Inter-American Telecommunications and be
169conducted under that office's sponsorship. The conference
passed this proposal too.17®
Canada made a proposal, with which the United States 
"was in full agreement," that the 1937 North American 
Regional Broadcasting Agreement17'1' be extended for an interim 
period, probably for a two-year period. The Agreement was 
to expire on March 29, 1946, and "because of the scarcity of 
materials and manpower during the war, it had not been 
possible for any country to take full advantage of its 
rights and privileges under the Agreement. I,172 Neither was 
it possible to draft a new Agreement and get it ratified 
before the expiration date. Consequently, Canada made the 
above suggestion. The United States agreed but suggested a 
one-year interim.
Cuba did not agree as she was extremely dissatis­
fied with the Agreement which she had signed. She "has 
constantly caused interference, frequently of a serious 
nature." She operated stations on channels assigned to the
•^^Otterman, Bulletin of August 26, 1945.
170Burton and MacQuivey, "Postscripts," p. 736.
171Newfoundland and the Bahama islands also became 
signatories to the Agreement although they had not partici­
pated in the conference.
172U. S., Department of State, Report of American 
Delegation (duplicated sheets stapled together and sent to 
this writer by request from the Federal Communications 
Commission Treaty Library), p. 1.
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United States, explaining it was the only way she could meet 
her "requirements." At this Rio de Janeiro conference, Cuba 
made "extensive demands for additional space in the standard 
broadcast band to be available to it effective March 29, 
1946.1,173
The united States delegation
was under some pressure to take steps immediately 
to grant relief to Cuba. We declined, first on 
the ground that a purely North American regional 
problem in broadcasting was not a proper subject 
for the Rio Conference, and second, because, it 
had not had an opportunity to prepare for such 
discussions nor had it brought with it technical 
personnel qualified to study the engineering 
aspects. it was agreed, . . . that a North 
American Regional Conference would be called in 
Washington to consider the Cuban demands.174
The final report made by the United States delega­
tion to Congress about the Third inter-American Radio Con­
ference concluded with:
The United States Delegation felt that the 
Conference was very successful. It not only enabled 
representatives of the American republics to agree 
. . . but also provided a means for them to become 
better acquainted personally and to discuss mutual 
problems informally. No effort was made to develop 
a 'hemisphere bloc' to act as a unit at the world 
conference. . . . The objective— a better understand­
ing of inter-American problems— was accomplished. As 
a result, much time and effort should be saved when 
the world telecommunication conference c o n v e n e s . 175
The fourth Western Hemisphere communications con­
ference of the 1940s involved the United States but neither
l73Ibid., p. 2. l74lbid.
17SBurton and MacQuivey, "Postscripts," p. 737.
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Cuba, the North American Regional Broadcasting Agreement nor 
the Latin Americas. The Bermuda Telecommunications con­
ference was concerned with rates, direct radiotelegraph 
circuits, technical developments and exclusive or adminis­
trative arrangements. it was held in Hamilton, Bermuda, 
from November 21 to December 4, 1945. Present were repre­
sentatives from the United States and six governments of the 
British Commonwealth, including Canada.
The United States delegates were James C. Dunn, 
chairman of the delegation and assistant Secretary of State; 
Paul A. Porter, vice-chairman and Federal Communication 
Commission chairman; and George P. Baker who served as 
deputy to Dunn and was also a Commissioner. Advisers were
E. M. Bernstein, A. L. Budlong, Robert R. Burton, Benedict 
P. Cottone, Francis c. deWolf, Charles Horn, Frederick C. 
Louch, H. M. McClelland, Paul D. Miles, William J. Norfleet, 
Joseph R. Redman, A. G. Simson, Frank E. Stoner, Sigmund 
Timberg, E. M. Webster, Nathaniel White, Henry Williams jr., 
and Marion H. Woodward. In addition there were four staff 
members and representatives of industry and the press.
There was a difference of opinion between the United 
States and Great Britain on the rates problem, but an agree­
ment was finally reached as to the ceiling for a press rate 
between the United States and commonwealth countries. The 
discussion about the rest of the agenda presented no 
problems. A United States proposal about a technical 
development was that the five-unit code used by her Army and
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Navy in World War II be adopted as standard code for univer­
sal use. Essentially it was a standard teletype code for 
speedier transmission of messages. This was favorably con-
1 n/*
sidered for eventual use by the conferees.
The; fifth regional conference, the Second North 
American Regional Broadcasting Engineering Conference, was 
held in Washington from February 4 to February 25, 1946, 
after having been postponed several times at the request of 
various governments and agencies concerned.-*-^ The countries 
represented were the Bahamas, Canada, Cuba, Dominican Repub­
lic, Mexico, Newfoundland, Panama, United Kingdom in behalf 
of the British West indies, and the United States. Haiti 
was not invited because political conditions there resulted 
in non-recognition by the United States of the new govern­
ment.
The purpose of the conference was "to consider prob­
lems related to the standard band broadcasting in the North
American Region, particularly as they are affected by the 
178NARBA [sic]." The conference was held because of Cuba's
176u . s ., Department of State, Participation of the 
United States Government in International Conferences 
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1947), Conference
Series 95, pp. 41-44.
l77U. S., Department of State, Report of American 
Delegation (not published, but duplicated sheets stapled 
together and sent to this writer by request from the Federal 
Communications Commission's Treaty Library), p. 3.
l78Ibid.
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continued violation of the 1937 Agreement, although she had 
signed it, and because of Cuba's insistence at the previous 
year's conference that the Agreement be renegotiated at 
once.
At least two kinds of meetings were held prior to 
the conference. On January 4 members of the United States 
delegation met with United States industry representatives 
in Washington. "It was generally agreed" to try to continue 
the existing Agreement for two years but also to try to give 
Cuba some relief if it could be done within the terms of the 
Agreement and "without injury to the broadcasting industry 
of the United States."179 From January 13 to January 15, 
1946, representatives from the United States and Cuba met in 
Havana to discuss some of their differences. Representing 
the United States were E. K. Jett and K. Neal McNaughten, 
Federal Communications Commission members; Harvey B. 
Otterman, Department of State; and Ambassador R. Henry 
Norweb.
Delegates from the United States to the conference 
which opened on February 4 were Jett and Otterman. Advisers 
and observers were G. P. Adair, James E. Barr, Hugh U. 
Graham, Rosel H. Hyde, Mrs. Fanney K. Litvin, Virgil Simson, 
and Marion Woodward; all from the Federal Communications 
Commission; Robert R. Burton, F. C. deWolf, and Donald R. 
MacQuivey, from the Department of State; Capt. C. W. Horn
179Ibid.
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from the Navy Department and Lt. Col. H. L. Wilson from the 
Signal Corps. There were three staff members.
Three committees were set up at the conference and 
Jett was ejected conference chairman as well as chairman of 
the initiatives committee. The other two committees were 
juridical ctnd technical. The latter had two subcommittees 
and the chairman of one was Adair.
Cuba came to the 1946 conference with several 
demands, two of which were that a new convention be negoti-- 
ated at once and second, the name of the conference be 
changed. At the conference, heLd in Washington, the Juridi­
cal Committee studied the first demand. "After lengthy 
discussion involving consideration of questions of constitu­
tional law as they affect the various governments concerned, 
it was agreed that a convention could not be negotiated and 
ratified in time to meet the deadline of the expiration of 
the existing Agreement. . . .  It was accordingly decided 
that an Interim Agreement or Modus Vivendi which would not 
require formal ratification should be negotiated to care for 
the immediate emergency."*'88 The United States supported 
the conclusion of the study by the committee as did all but 
one of the other delegations. Cuba then withdrew its 
proposal.
The name of the conference was changed from "North 
American Regional Broadcasting Engineering Conference" to
183Ibid., p. 11.
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"Second North American Regional Broadcasting Conference" to
satisfy the second of Cuba's demands. The United States
felt that "the exact title of the Conference was a matter of
l Rlrelative unimportance."
Cuba1s other demands had to do with the types and 
numbers of channels she wanted. Two of the problems were 
settled after the committees assigned to study them recom­
mended solutions. A group of demands centering around the 
"clear channel question," called "Document 13," was next 
submitted by Cuba. "It was now clearly evident that no 
useful purpose would be served by continuing the formal dis­
cussions in the main meetings of the Conference, "182 
the United States delegation.
The United States requested a postponement of 
the formal sessions in order that each Delegation 
might meet separately with the Cuban Delegation and 
discuss problems of mutual interest between their 
respective countries. This resulted in the Mexican 
Delegation coming to terms with Cuba in less than 
one half hour . . . and the Canadian Delegation 
coming to terms in about the same length of time.
Unlike the bi-lateral meetings between the Cuban 
and Mexican delegations, and the Cuban and Canadian 
Delegations [sic, the capitalization], the dis­
cussions between the United States [which frequently 
included industry participation] and the Cuban 
Delegation lasted through several days.
Engineers attached to our Delegation spent con­
siderable time in preparing maps and other records 
showing the extent to which service in the United 
States would be degraded on the basis of the Cuban
181Ibid.. p. 12.
•*~8^Ibid., p. 13. "Main meetings" meant official
meetings which included plenary sessions, committee and sub­
committee meetings.
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Proposals. This included certain maps and records 
showing how the entire land area of Cuba could be 
supplied with adequate broadcast coverage without 
the use [of the clear channels used by other coun­
tries], in addition, statistical data were supplied 
indicating the disproportionate use of facilities in 
Cuba as compared with other countries.183
The Cubans "would not discuss alternatives."l8^ 
"Considerable sentiment developed during the discussions 
with our own industry representatives to arrive at an Agree­
ment that Cuba would sign."^8^
There was more dickering and also more concessions 
made by the United States. Part of the disagreement stemmed 
over the 640 kc. used by the Bahamas which Cuba wanted. "The
Cubans felt the United States should take a leading role in
the negotiation with the Bahamas. This we were unwilling to 
do although we did discuss the matter on a fact-finding 
basis with the Bahamas Delegation a number of times."186
"It was apparent to everyone present that the Cuban 
Delegation would not sign the interim Agreement."-*-87 "All 
the Delegations, except Cuba, were willing to sign the 
Interim Agreement. . . . Eighty or ninety per cent of the 
trouble was due to the situation in respect to 640 kc."-*-88 
The final plenary session was set for 3 p.m. on 
February 21 even though the Cuban delegates had informed the 
conference chairman they would not sign the Agreement. On
183Ibid., pp. 13, 14. 184Ibid., p. 15.
l85Ibid. l86Ibid., p. 16.
187Ibid., p. 15. l88Ibid.. p. 16.
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the morning of the 21st, F. C. cieWolf, the chief of the 
Telecommunication Division of the Department of State, 
invited the representatives of Cuba, the Bahamas, the West 
Indies and the two United States delegates to an "informal" 
meeting. The State Department made it clear that it was 
neutral in the matter of the 640 kc. assignment, as between 
the Bahamas and Cuba.^®^ The meeting was called "merely for 
the purpose of hearing both sides of the question, and to 
make sure that nothing further would be gained by extending 
the closing time of the Conference."190
The Bahama delegate said there had been a misunder­
standing and indicated "the willingness of his Government to 
vacate 640 kc. if given sufficient time to conduct tests" on 
specified other frequencies. The Cubans were amenable to
this and suggested future meetings be held to set a date for
1 Q1the transfer of that frequency.
Then the conference chairman present at the Depart­
ment of State's "informal" meeting, decided to postpone the 
final session from that afternoon to February 25. Other 
delegations would not agree to all of the Cubans1 minor com­
plaints but finally all the delegations were ready to sign 
and they did sign.
l89The Bahamas already had the 640 kc. The islands 
had registered it properly and been using it.
•^^Report of Delegation, p. 16.
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It was, and still is, believed by the Delegation 
that to have failed to obtain an Agreement partici­
pated in by Cuba would have been to result in serious 
interference to United States and other broadcasting 
stations in the standard band with the great possi­
bility of eventual chaos to the wide-spread disad­
vantage of the United States broadcasting industry 
and to the listening public throughout this country.
The Delegation could not lightly disregard the wide­
spread interests in the United States which would 
thus be seriously and adversely affected.192
The interim Agreement or Modus Vivendi was to 
remain in force for three years. It provided for a permanent 
North American Regional Broadcasting Engineering Committee 
composed of four experts, one each from the United States, 
Canada, Cuba, and Mexico. They were to determine facts and 
make recommendations to the parent organization. Arrange­
ments were also made for the next conference.
The next electrical communications conference was 
the worldwide one held in Atlantic City. The United States 
was host to that conference and participated as extensively 
in that conference as she had i:.i the Western Hemisphere 
conferences.
Summary of the 1940s Decade
Five Western Hemisphere conferences and one worldwide 
conference were held during this decade. The regional con­
ferences were all devoted to radio broadcasting problems and 
each had United States participation. The third Inter­
national Telecommunication Union conference in 1947 included
•*~^ Ibid.. p. 18.
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and affected the nations of the Western Hemisphere.
The Second Inter-American Radio Conference in 1940 
had American delegates present but the extent of their 
participation is not known. The North American Regional 
Radio-Engineering Meeting in 1941 was a technical meeting 
held in the United States. Both the conference chairman and 
the chairman of the working committee, the technical com­
mittee, were from this country so it seems evident that the 
United States participated extensively and effectively in 
obtaining the "satisfactory results."
A Third Inter-American Radio Conference in 1945 
adopted four United States proposals. First was the 
acceptance of the "parity" of the oral and written press, 
and also the promotion of interchanges of cultural and news 
radio broadcasts, as well as related matters. Second, the 
Office of Inter-American Telecommunications replaced the 
Office of Inter-American Radio. The third proposal allowed 
for a different kind of future conference, called an "admini 
strative conference with a limited agenda." Fourth was the 
extension of the North American Regional Broadcasting 
Agreement for one year, with the provision that a second 
such regional broadcasting conference be held in Washington 
at the end of the year.
The Bermuda Telecommunications Conference in 1945, 
between the United States, Canada, and other representatives 
from the British Commonwealth, considered favorably a United 
States proposal on a teletype code.
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The Second North American Regional Broadcasting 
Conference in 1946, between the North American nations and 
the Caribbean countries, was initiated and chaired by the 
United States. One of the three committee chairmen and one 
of two subcommittee chairmen were from this country. The 
most important part of the conference centered around the 
clear channel question and the United States participated 
most effectively in arranging for that settlement.
Summary of Chapter
The United States led the Western Hemisphere, 
including North, Central, and South America, and nearby 
islands, in the development of electric communication systems. 
This country and her immediate neighbors, Canada and Mexico, 
soon realized agreements were needed for the use of sub­
marine cables, land telegraphy and radio.
The United States and the Latin Americas had an 
organ of cooperation, the Pan American Union, later called 
the International Union of American Republics, that was used 
to reach agreements on many items. The scope of the Union 
was early enlarged to include discussions on electric 
communication.
In 1919 the United States formed the Radio Corpora­
tion of America, under the leadership of Owen D. Young, that 
helped make possible the Consortium in 1921. The Consortium 
was a four-nation agreement to develop radio communication 
cooperatively, not competitively, in South America. The
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four nations, the United States, England, France, and 
Germany, already had some investments on the continent.
In the decade of the twenties, five Western Hemi­
sphere conferences were held that related to electrical com­
munications. Noteworthy members of the delegation to the 
1923 Fifth Pan-American Conference were Henry P. Fletcher 
and Leo S. Rowe. United States influence was shown at this 
conference when she expressed a desire to keep Canada out of 
the Pan American Union and her wish was obeyed. The United 
States was also effective in allowing only official members 
of recognized delegations to participate in the work of the 
conference.
Working delegates to the 1924 Inter-American Com­
mittee on Electrical Communications were Allen H. Babcock 
and Wallace H. White Jr. This conference showed that the 
United States stood practically alone for the system of dual 
conventions— one for telegraph and one for radio. This 
country maintained that a single convention violated the 
principles laid down in the United States Constitution as 
well as previous conference and Union rulings. The Union 
director, Leo S. Rowe, agreed with the legal position of 
this country in relation to a previous Pan-American con­
ference and Union convention.
The Third Pan-American Scientific Congress, held 
late in 1924, had a delegation present from the United 
States, headed by Leo S. Rowe. Its significance was that 
members of the Union, including the United States, could and
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did work together on mutual problems.
The third International Radiotelegraph Conference, 
held in Washington in 1927, resulted in a special item of 
importance to the future of Western Hemisphere electrical 
communication conferences. The detail was the matter of 
five frequencies which the United States registered for the 
future use of the Pan American Union.
Noteworthy delegates to the 1928 Sixth international 
Conference of American States were Charles E. Hughes, Henry 
P. Fletcher, and Leo S. Rowe. The significance of this con­
ference was that again the united States was invited and she 
participated, and action was taken on mutual problems.
North American radio interference problems were the 
reason for the 1929 International Radio Conference. United 
States delegates who helped reach the solution were Eugene 0. 
Sykes, Oreste H. Caldwell, W. D. Terrell, J. H. Dellinger,
T. A. M. Craven, and F. L. Mayer. The major provision 
allowed for a division of frequencies between the United 
States and Canada so that Canada would not continue to be 
overwhelmed by her southern neighbor's border stations. A 
lack of domestic legislation in the United States delayed 
this country's ability to solve the long-standing problem 
earlier.
The five regional conferences of the thirties were 
held because of the need to improve broadcasting services.
The first International Telecommunication Union conference 
in 1932 set the framework of frequencies within which all
succeeding agreements had to be reached. The second world­
wide Union conference in 1938 was influenced by the Western 
Hemisphere conferences because the two important regional 
conferences devoted part of their agenda to prepare for the 
International Telecommunication Union conference.
The first of the regional conferences of the decade 
was the North and Central American Radio Conference, held in 
1933. Noteworthy members of the United States delegation 
were E. 0. Sykes, E. K. Jett, C. B. Jolliffe, G. C. Gross, 
Andrew Ring, and I. Stewart. The Seventh international 
Conference of American States, held the same year, decided 
to use the five frequencies registered earlier by the United 
States. The only radio member of the delegation was R. Henry 
Norweb who had urged the utilization of the frequencies.
Two radio conferences were held in 1937. A pre­
liminary one, attended by the North American countries, 
resolved they could work together well enough, politically 
and technically, to hold a full-scale Western Hemisphere 
conference later in the year. This country's delegates were 
T. A. M. Craven, and E. K. Jett; each held either a chairman­
ship or a vice-chairmanship on two of the three committees.
The First Inter-American Conference on Radiocom­
munications met later that year and this country's delega­
tion included T. A. M. Craven, D. M. Crawford, G. C. Gross,
E. K. Jett, L. H. Simson, H. B. Otterman, and A. Ring. 
Included among the forty-four representatives of private 
interests were C. B. Jolliffe and H. H. Buttner from industry
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L. G. Caldwell from news agencies; c. 0. Pancake from a 
bank; K. B. Warner from the American Radio Relay League; and 
others from broadcasting systems and stations, the airlines, 
the press, and the police. The four documents produced at 
this conference all bore the stamp of United States interest 
and participation. This country's influence is seen in the 
technical improvements produced and in the attempt to have 
three regional conferences conform to International Tele­
communication Union standards.
The 1939 regional conference, involving the Canal 
Zone and consequently the United States, was noteworthy for 
the international radio conference reputation of half of this 
country's delegation. Its members included D. M. Crawford,
G. C. Gross, and H. B. Otterman.
Four of the five regional conferences in the forties 
considered broadcasting problems and agenda for the next 
International Telecommunication Union conference. The 
Second Inter-American Radio Conference was held in 1940 and 
conference repeaters in the delegation were R. H. Norweb,
W. T. Guest, S. C. Hooper, E. K. Jett, and L. H. Simson.
The North American Regional Radio-Engineering Meeting was 
held in 1941 in Washington. This technical meeting was 
headed by Thomas Burke from this country and the chairman of 
the working committee was T. A. M. Craven.
The Third inter-American Radio Conference, held in 
1945, was extensively influenced by the United States. 
Noteworthy members of the United States delegation were
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R. Burton, A. T,. Lebel, H. B. Otterman, J. H. Dellinger,
P. D. Miles, E. M. Webster, M. H. Woodward, A. G. Simson, 
and L. H. Simson. The four achievements of the conference, 
technical and other, were all based on United States pro­
posals.
In the same year a United States proposal on a tele­
type code was considered favorably by the Bermuda Telecom­
munications Conference. This country's delegation included 
veterans F. C. deWolf, Rosel Hyde, P. D. Miles, W. J. 
Norfleet, J. R. Redman, A. G. Simson, E. M. Webster, and 
M. H. Woodward.
The Second North American Regional Broadcasting 
Engineering Conference, held in 1946, was initiated and 
chaired by this country. Conference repeaters for the United 
States were E. K. Jett, H. B. Otterman, R. H. Norweb, R.
Hyde, M. H. Woodward, R. Burton, F. C. deWolf, and D. R. 
MacQuivey.
This series of Western Hemisphere conferences closed 
with the third international Telecommunication union con­
ference in Atlantic City in 1947.
Chapter 6
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
Summary
The United States participated as an observer, not a 
voting member, at the telegraph conferences sponsored by the 
International Telegraph Union because this government was 
not a member of the Union, nor was it eligible to be.
Member nations of the Union either wholly owned or sub­
stantially controlled their telegraph systems. The sub­
marine cable and land telegraph systems of the United States 
were owned by private interests within the country and not 
owned or controlled by the government.
Member nations of the Union signed agreements binding 
on their telegraph systems but, because the United States 
could not do so, she was not eligible for membership or for 
voting privileges. The Union was interested in hearing 
what this country had to say about proposed agreements 
because of the extensive involvement of the United States in 
international traffic. Representatives from the United 
States were interested in keeping abreast of developments 
within the union because understanding and mutual coopera­
tion made international traffic possible.
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There were six Union conferences between 1871 and 
1928. This country had one observer present at each of the 
conferences in 1871, 1875, and 1903. The first observer 
represented a submarine cable interest, the second was 
ambassador in the host country, and the third was chief of 
the Army Signal Corps. Two Americans were at the 1908 con­
ference. One may have represented the Department of State, 
and the other, a sales manager for farm machinery in Europe, 
may have represented the Department of Commerce and Labor.
The 1925 conference included three observers from 
this country, five technical advisers and representatives 
from at least five telegraph companies. The observers were 
an electrical engineer, a Congressman, and an Army major.
The size of the delegation increased again at the 1928 con­
ference. There were three American observers, eight 
technical advisers, and representatives from four private 
companies and at least one special interest. The observers 
represented the State Department, the communication com­
panies, and the users of the facilities. The United States 
delegation participated so effectively at the last conference 
that she was successful in keeping a proposed code language 
change from taking place. As the conferences came to be 
more relevant to United States interests, the size of the 
delegations and the number of interests represented 
increased.
There were also non-union telegraph conferences at 
which the United States was represented. The three on
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submarine cables in the 1880s were initiated by this country 
several years earlier but the two United States representa­
tives, members of the embassy staff of the host country, 
did not contribute positively to them. After World War I 
non-union telegraph conferences were initiated by this 
country to settle war-caused cable problems. After several 
meetings in 1919 the Allies called for a worldwide elec­
trical communications conference to be held.
In 1920 the United States hosted an Allied prelimi­
nary conference that was to settle the cable problems before 
the more inclusive conference took place. This country 
participated extensively under the leadership of the acting 
Secretary of State, three other delegates, seven technical 
advisers and representatives from two telegraph companies.
The delegates were the Cabinet member, the Postmaster-General 
who was the war-time administrator of electrical communica­
tions, the head of the U. S. Shipping Board, and a public 
information director. The seven technical advisers came 
from the departments of the Army, the Navy, Commerce, and 
State. The Anericans were ineffective and the cable prob­
lems were not solved. The worldwide electrical communica­
tions conference was never called. Washington tried to host 
a telegraph conference in conjunction with an international 
radio conference in 1927. The telegraph conference was soon 
disbanded because it was not in accord with union regula­
tions .
In the early years, radio was considered an extension
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of telegraph and the first radio convention was based partly 
on the telegraph conventions. The United States had domestic 
radio legislation which enabled it to regulate matters in the 
public interest although the industry was privately-owned.
The United States could not and did not interfere with radio 
management.
This country participated in the international Radio­
telegraph Conferences which met in 1906, 1912, and 1927, as 
well as in a preliminary conference in 1903. The prelimi­
nary conference was initiated partly because of the United 
States. A German ruler in 1902 had wireless problems when 
he tried to get in touch with this country before and after 
a visit he made to President Theodore Roosevelt. The three 
American delegates to the 1903 conference represented the 
departments of the Army, the Navy, and Commerce and Labor.
The three succeeding full-scale conferences deter­
mined, with United States participation, that intercom­
munication without regard to the systems used, was 
obligatory. Such cooperation was needed for the effective 
and efficient use of radio for both maritime safety and 
interference-free reception on land. The four 1906 confer­
ence delegates represented the same three departments as had 
been represented at the earlier conference plus the 
ambassador to the host country. In 1912 there were twelve 
delegates from the United States— three each from the 
departments of Army, Navy, and Commerce and Labor; one was 
from the Department of Agriculture and the affiliation of
two was not ascertained.
The size of the 1927 delegation increased to sixteen 
delegates and nineteen technical advisers. The delegates 
represented the widest range of interests heretofore. One 
was from the Department of the Army, two each from the 
departments of the Navy and State, four each from the Depart­
ment of Commerce and private industry, one each from 
Congress, Harvard University, and the electrical engineering 
profession. The advisers were from the departments of 
Agriculture, Army, Commerce, Navy, and Treasury. As at the 
telegraph conferences, the problems of radio became 
increasingly relevant to the United States with the passing 
of time. This country's interest can be seen in the number 
of delegates, the number of technical advisers, the number 
of others present, and the varied background of the repre­
sentatives .
The United States influenced the radio conferences 
to conclude with separate documents for policy agreements, 
for general regulations, and for supplementary regulations 
which pertained to management. This country signed the 
first two documents and was active at the radio conferences 
as a full, voting member. She did not sign the third docu­
ment which contained provisions about rates and other such 
management agreements.
The Americans were instrumental in many technical 
achievements, especially those at the 1927 conference where 
wave lengths were allocated worldwide according to services.
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not according to nations. Private industry, special inter­
ests, and the departments of the Army, Commerce, Navy, arid 
State all participated in the preparation for and in the 
work of the delegations the United States sent to the con­
ferences .
Non-worldwide radio conferences also had United 
States participation and included those held in conjunction 
with the post-World War I telegraph matters in 1919, 1920, 
and 1921. This country was unsuccessful in bringing these 
radio discussions to a positive, constructive conclusion.
Five persons were active participants in the 1919 radio 
talks in Paris and all were from the Navy. The same four 
individuals who were delegates to the 1920 Preliminary Con­
ference, submarine telegraph matters, were also the dele­
gates to the relatively minor radio conference. The seven 
technical advisers were the same as well. The 1921 tech­
nical radio conference, held in Paris, was attended by five 
Americans— one each from the Army, Navy, and Commerce, and 
two whose affiliation was not identified.
Americans were active in four organizations which 
held conferences and contributed specialized expertise and 
advice to the worldwide radio conferences. The groups were 
the International Scientific Radio Union, organized in 1919; 
the International Radio Congress, founded in 1922; the 
International Broadcasting Union, started in 1925; and the 
American Radio Relay League, originated in 1914. In addition, 
the United States participated extensively in three worldwide
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Safety-of-J.ife-at-Sea conferences, held in 1914, 1929, and 
1948.
The telegraph and radio organizations held three 
joint conferences in 1932, 1938, and 1947. The resulting 
structure was called the International Telecommunication 
Union. The United States was influential in maintaining 
separate conventions for telegraph and radio, as she still 
could not constitutionally sign the former.
Her representatives at the 1932 conference numbered 
five delegates, seven technical advisers and twenty from 
industry and special interests. The delegates were from the 
Federal Radio Commission, the departments of Army, Commerce, 
and State, and from business. The industries and special 
interests included radio manufacturers, amateurs, steamship 
owners, broadcasters, Chamber of Commerce, and a committee 
on education.
The 1938 conference included eight delegates and nine 
technical advisers from the United States. The delegation 
chairman was a Senator and there was one each from the 
departments of the Navy and State, three from the Federal 
Communications Commission and two whose affiliation was not 
identified. There was no record of representatives from 
either private industry or special interest groups.
The third joint conference, in 1947, was actually 
three specialized conferences. Although there was some over­
lapping of membership, the three areas and the American 
delegations will be listed separately. At the radio
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conference there were ten delegates and twenty-three 
advisers. Four of the delegates represented the Federal 
Communications Commission, two each were from the depart­
ments of State and Navy, and one each from the departments 
of the Army and Commerce. The telecommunication conference 
had seventeen delegates and twenty-nine advisers. The 
Federal Communications Commission had four delegates, the 
Department of State had nine, the departments of Navy and 
Commerce each had two and the Army had three. At the high- 
frequency broadcasting conference there were five delegates 
from the Federal Communications Commission, ten delegates 
from the Department of State, and twenty-five advisers.
There was no adequate record of the affiliation of the 
advisers or if there were private industry or interest groups 
represented.
The United States was still an observer at the tele­
graph sessions of the joint conferences. This country 
exerted enough power there to make provisions for private 
companies to participate in these conferences and to main­
tain the status quo on rates at the 1932 conference. At the 
1938 telegraph conference, Wallace H. White Jr. spoke so 
convincingly, he was able to persuade, first the American 
cable and telegraph company representatives and then, the 
vast majority of the other conferees to vote against the 
formerly overwhelmingly popular proposed hike in rates and 
keep the status quo in charges on fees.
Under the Union umbrella of sponsorship, a regional
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European broadcasting conference; and four technical con­
ferences were held by the advisory body called the inter­
national Radio Consulting Committee. The Committee met in 
1929, 1931, 1934, and 1937. Thea United States participated 
actively in the five conferences and many of her technical 
proposals were accepted by the specialized conferences. The 
technical proposals, approved at the committee meetings, 
were brought before the 1932 and 1938 Union conferences and 
accepted there.
A  regional conference, held in the Western Hemi­
sphere but including United Kingdom participation because of 
her interest in Bermuda, recognized the need for a planning 
conference prior to the next Union conference. Moscow 
hosted the preliminary conference in 1946 at which time the 
United States presented proposals for some administrative 
changes in both the Union and the technical registration of 
frequencies.
The 1947 Union conference, held in Atlantic City, 
saw proposals from the host country adopted in the three 
conference areas of radio, telecommunication, and high- 
frequency broadcasting. The important results of the 1947 
conferences were based on United States proposals.
While this country was active in worldwide electrical 
communication conferences and European-oriented specialized 
radio conferences, the United States was also participating 
in regional conferences in the Western Hemisphere. There 
were five such conferences in each of three decades, the
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1920s, 1930s, and the 1940s. Most of these had to do with 
radio broadcasting interference problems.
A long history of United States and European involve­
ment in Latin-American electrical communication systems was 
climaxed with the formation of the Consortium of 1921. The 
consortium was a partnership between the Radio Corporation 
of America and three European nations that determined which 
of the four should develop radio facilities where, espe­
cially in Latin America. There was a technological, 
political, and cultural gap between the United States and 
the Latin Americas as well as geographical expanses that 
permitted less equitable give-and-take at the conference 
level than at other conferences in which this country par­
ticipated .
The mutual problems between Canada and the United 
States were delayed of solution because of a lag in United 
States domestic radio legislation. Most of the Western 
Hemisphere conferences were concerned with hemisphere radio 
broadcasting problems. In addition, part of the agenda of 
at least three regional conferences, presumably at the 
instigation of the United States, considered a forthcoming 
Union conference and attendant problems.
An examination of the specifically radio delegations 
from this country and their organizational or departmental 
affiliation is noted as follows: The three United States
delegates to the 1924 conference came from diverse back­
grounds. One was ambassador to Mexico, another was a
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Senator, and the third was an electrical engineer. Three 
of the six delegates from this country to the 1929 conference 
were from the Federal Radio Commission, two from the Depart­
ment of Commerce, and the affiliation of one was not 
identified.
At the early 1933 conference there were three United 
States delegates and five technical advisers. One delegate 
and four advisers were from the Federal Radio Commission, 
one delegate was from Congress, one delegate was minister to 
Panama, and the fifth adviser was from the Department of 
State. The-, one radio representative from this country at 
the late 1933 conference was from the Department of State. 
Both the United States delegates at the preliminary 1937 
conference represented the Federal Communications commis­
sion. Of the United States delegates at the full-scale 1937 
conference one represented the Federal Communications 
Commission and the other represented the Department of State. 
Three of the six technical advisers represented the Federal 
Communications Commission, and -here was one each from the 
departments of the Army, Commerce, and State. In addition 
there were forty-four representatives from broadcasting 
stations and systems, airways, radio manufacturers, police, 
amateurs, and the press. The fifth regional conference of 
the thirties had three delegates from this country. One 
each was from the Army, the Federal Communications Commis­
sion, and the Department of State.
The first of the five conferences of the next decade 
was held in 1940. The lone United States delegate was from
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the Department of State and there were seven technical 
advisers. One each was from the departments of the Army, 
Commerce, and Navy, and one was from the Federal Communica­
tions Commission. The affiliation of three was not known.
A  technical conference the next year had two delegates from 
this country; one was from the Department of State and one 
from the Federal Communications Commission. The one United 
States delegate to the 1945 conference was the ambassador to 
the host country and four of the fourteen advisers were from 
the Federal Communications Commission. Three of the other 
advisers were from the Department of State, two from the 
Department of Commerce, and one each from the Army, Army Air 
Force, Navy, Weather Bureau, and the Inter-American Affairs 
Office. The electrical communication specialists from this 
country at another conference the same year included three 
from the Federal Communications Commission, two from the 
Navy, and one each from the departments of the Army and 
State. The fifth conference, held in 1946, had two dele­
gates from the United States; cne representing the Federal 
Communications commission and the other the Department of 
State. There were twelve advisers and observers who 
represented the Federal Communications Commission, and the 
departments of the Navy and State.
The delegations to the Western Hemisphere conferences 
relied heavily on Department of State and Federal Communica­
tions Commission (Department of Commerce) representation, 
showing the importance of diplomatic and technical
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considerations. The few Navy participants show how com­
paratively unimportant maritime affairs were at these 
conferences. The few Army personnel show that big brother 
of the hemisphere did not throw around his weight. The 
paucity of both armed services show the decreasing impor­
tance of the services in using electrical communications as 
compared to the tremendously increased civilian usage.
A perusal of the New York Times of December 11, 1938, 
revealed that the aim of American broadcasting to Latin 
America was three-fold. First was to make friends for this 
country, second was to foster democratic ideals, and third 
was to promote peace and encourage the free flow of trade.
The regional conferences, with much of the leadership and 
technical expertise provided by the United States, helped 
the nations of the Western Hemisphere to be able to broad­
cast to each other and within their own boundaries more 
effectively.
The Atlantic City conference phased the International 
Telecommunication Union as an independent body out of exis­
tence. The Union became affiliated with the United Nations 
as a specialized agency on January 1, 1949, and it is still 
known and operative as the International Telecommunication 
Union.
Conclusion
The caliber of the members of the United States dele­
gation was the crux of the effectiveness of this nation's
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representation at these selected telegraph and radio con­
ferences. These individuals were usually picked to represent 
the government departments which had an especial interest in 
electrical communication. They included the Army, which 
maintained a signal corps; the Navy, which had an office of 
naval communications; Commerce and Labor, which represented 
the industries, business interests, and media users (later, 
Commerce had its own radio division and incorporated the 
Federal Radio Commission and then the Federal Communications 
Commission); and State, which was alert to possible diplo­
matic and political implications.
The Americans represented a range of interests and 
backgrounds. They had enough knowledge of their national 
Constitution, the basis for United States policy at the 
conferences, to understand the unique relationship between 
their government and the electrical communication systems.
A delegate to the 1903 radio planning conference said they 
"relied on their knowledge and understanding of the decisions 
of the Supreme Court" for their instructions. They usually 
believed in political coexistence and did not try to convert 
the rest of the world politically, as could be seen in a 
speech made by an American delegate to the 1924 inter- 
American Conference on Electrical Communications. Neither 
did those from the United States appreciate attempts by 
other governments to change the United States system as the 
Latin Americas wanted to do by forcing this country to 
accept one convention for both telegraph and radio in the 
1920s.
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Often, each American representative was keenly- 
interested in and knowledgeable about a particular phase of 
telegraph or radio. The Americans, especially at radio 
conferences, usually seemed to see each one's specialty as 
part of the over-all picture. They were able to visualize 
the gamut of what nations and special interests needed and 
wanted and yet to keep in mind the American interest and the 
physical limitations of the media. Participation in the 
International Radio Consulting Committee meetings and 
protecting the status of the amateur are examples. Those 
from the United States were apt to be idealistic and not as 
narrowly nationalistic as those from some other nations.
This altruism was noticeable when the United States reserved 
the five frequencies for the use of the Pan American Union 
and in the work she did to affiliate the International 
Telecommunication Union with the united Nations.
The Americans generally knew when to stick to their 
proposals and be hard-headed as can be seen in their 
insistence at the 1906 radio conference that intercommunica­
tion between all types of systems must be obligatory. They 
knew when to make compromises and when to be flexible as in 
their efforts to have English accepted on an absolute par 
with French in both oral and written matters. They were 
also rational and willing to work within the conference 
system, that of talking over problems and working for a 
mutually agreeable solution.
Perhaps the Americans depended too much on reason,
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as in the 1920 Preliminary Conference. At that time the 
Allies were not amenable to the rational demands of the 
Americans and the United States was unable to get the cable 
problems solved by appeals to reason. At radio conferences, 
more than at telegraph conferences, those from this country 
remembered they were representing people in a democracy, not 
the government in power. At the 1938 joint conference, the 
chairman of the American delegation spoke for his many 
countrymen who were users of the telegraph systems, instead 
of speaking for the few who were owners of the telegraph 
systems.
Delegation members were apt to be dedicated indi­
viduals who considered forthcoming agenda and prepared pro­
posals well in advance of the conferences. This prior 
groundwork resulted in a well-informed, unified delegation 
by the time the conference opened. The delegates and 
technical advisers spoke with one voice at the conferences 
and reconciled their differences in private as can be seen 
in the exchange of telegrams between the chairman of the 
American delegation and the Secretary of State at the 1932 
joint conference. The technical expertise for which the 
Americans were noted was developed because of and during 
study preliminary to the conferences and was the basis for 
much of the success of their proposals. The reports of the 
1927 international radio conference, the 1946 preliminary 
joint conference, and the 1947 Union conference showed 
American pre-planning and technical achievements.
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In partial conclusion, the caliber of the vast 
majority of the members of the .American delegations was 
admirable and the quality of their participation was 
reflected by their contributions to the selected inter­
national telegraph and radio conferences.
The investigation of these conferences has revealed 
that they were a mechanism used to project man's thoughts in 
an immediate way for better mass communication.
The marvel of telegraphy was that almost immediate 
communication was possible over long distances. The 
European countries found that conferences and subsequent 
conventions were necessary for the telegraph lines and sub­
marine cables to cover distances beyond national boundaries. 
Radiotelegraphy needed nutual agreements even more than did 
telegraph lines. Radio conferences and conventions were 
patterned after the early telegraph conferences and conven­
tions. All radio could not be operated satisfactorily 
within national borders, much less internationally because 
of the nature of the medium. Only through enabling conven­
tions could the air be used effectively.
Other forms of electrical communication, using much 
more sophisticated equipment and obtaining greatly expanded 
coverage, have developed since telegraph and radio were 
introduced. The more recent media are also made effective 
worldwide by means of conventions reached at International 
Telecommunication Union conferences.
The telegraph and radio conferences were non-
mechanical mechanisms to project man's throughts. The 
success of the conferences was dependent on persons in 
delegations confronting each other in order that individuals 
might communicate long-distance effectively.
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SIGNATURES OF UNITED STATES DELEGATES TO THE 
SECOND INTERNATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATION 
CONFERENCE, CAIRO, 1938
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